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The Senate met at 8:59 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable PAUL D. 
WELLSTONE, a Senator from the State 
of Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today's 
prayer will be offered by guest chaplain 
Rev. Michas Ohnstad, National Chap
lain, American Legion, North Branch, 
MN. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Michas Ohnstad, Na

tional Chaplain, the American Legion, 
North Branch, MN, offered the follow
ing prayer. 

Let us pray: 
Almighty God, more often invoked 

than obeyed, we acknowledge our utter 
dependence upon Thee, not only for life 
itself, but for all that gives meaning to 
life. 

To You, sovereign Ruler of mankind 
and Judge over nations, we render 
thanks for the abundant blessings that 
You give us daily. 

With grateful hearts we accept Your 
goodness toward us and, in response to 
Your abundant love, we commit our
selves to serve You by being of service 
to our fellow man. 

Where we fail, forgive. That we might 
succeed, give us the will, the wisdom, 
the strength to accomplish Your pur
poses as our own, through Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

To the Senate: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, July 23, 1991. 

Under the Provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable PAUL D. WELLSTONE, a 
Senator from the State of Minnesota, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. WELLSTONE thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

(Legislative day of Monday, July 8, 1991) 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. There will now be a period for the 
transaction of morning business not to 
extend beyond the hour of 10:15 a.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
GORE] is permitted to speak up to 20 
minutes. The Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] is permitted to speak 
up to 20 minutes. The Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE] is per
mitted to speak up to 10 minutes and 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] 
is permitted to speak up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. DURENBERGER addressed the 
Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Minnesota is 
recognized. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I would like to take a minute or two, if 
I may, and thank our guest chaplain, 
Michas Ohnstad of North Branch, MN, 
for honoring us with his presence, and 
by inference that of his family, that of 
all Minnesotans and that of all veter
ans, particularly, those associated with 
the American Legion, for his prayer 
this morning. 

I have known our chaplain for the 
day for almost 30 years now, and I have 
known him in the area upon which he 
spoke, public service, the best. Chap
lain Ohnstad and his wife, Alma, have 
served the people of Minnesota, as 
Michas has served the veterans of this 
country, most recently, by becoming 
the fifth Minnesotan to be honored to 
serve as the American Legion National 
Chaplain. 

In addition, he is the vice chairman 
of the Minnesota Veterans Home 
Board, the public relations director of 
the Forty and Eight in Minnesota, the 
department Americanism chairman of 
the Minnesota VFW, and a member of 
the board of directors for the National 
Association of Atomic Veterans. He 
also served as Minnesota American Le
gion rehabilitation director from 1978 
to 1988, the year that he retired, if 
there is such a word in his vocabulary. 

Chaplain Ohnstad received a bach
elor's degree from Augustana College 
in 1952 and began theological training 
at Augustana Seminary in September 
of that year. He transferred to North
western Seminary in Minneapolis 
where he received his divinity degree 
in May 1956. After serving as a Lu
theran mission developer at Halifax, 
NS, in 1959, he became pastor at St. 
John's Lutheran Church at Stacy, 
where he was pastor 5 years and from 

whence, I believe, he sought a tem
porary career in politics and public 
service. 

Fortunately for him, unfortunately 
for the rest of us, that part of his ca
reer did not last as long as some of us 
might have liked. 

I was proud to hear him speak of will, 
of wisdom, and of strength. These are 
three characteristics that we all need, 
especially in this body, as we take on 
difficult issues. Some of the issues 
most difficult we may hear about this 
morning from our colleagues in morn
ing business. 

I am very proud, as I know the Act
ing President pro tempore is this morn
ing, of the fact that our contribution 
to the National American Legion, 
guest chaplain Michas Ohnstad and his 
wife, Alma, are here with us this morn
ing. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GORE addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Tennessee is 
recognized. 

THE ANTIBALLISTIC MISSILE 
TREATY 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I rise this 
morning to discuss the issue on strate
gic defenses for the United States, and 
the future of the Antiballistic Missile 
Treaty. These issues have been hotly 
debated for at least two decades. Soon, 
probably next week, they will be de
bated again in this Chamber. This 
morning I would like to do my part in 
helping to prepare the way for that de
bate. 

I think it was perhaps inevitable that 
the Senate would take up this question 
again, because at stake are fundamen
tal questions about the nature of nu
clear deterrence. Such matters are 
often very abstract and seem overly 
technical, but in the end, they touch 
upon the probability of human sur
vival. In view of the vast changes 
which have occurred in United States
Soviet relations, there might now be 
some hope that our internal differences 
here could also narrow, or even finally 
be resolved. 

Next week, when the defense author
ization bill comes to the Senate floor, 
it will be said that the moment for 
that reconciliation has, in fact, ar
rived. The Armed Services Committee 
has approved language relating to SDI 
which purportedly is a step toward con
sensus. I wish that it were. Unfortu
nately, it is not. 

In fact, this compromise language 
not only fails to resolve differences 

•This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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among ourselves, but almost certainly 
will also widen differences between 
ourselves and the Soviet Union. 

Consensus exists only when different 
points of view have been genuinely rec
onciled. Since this brings into being a 
new and consolidated idea of what 
needs to be done, the committee lan
guage we will be debating next week is 
not a consensus in this meaning of the 
word. It represents, instead, a kind of 
lowest-common-denominator agree
ment on words that do not resolve, but 
rather conceal, profound disagreements 
on the substance of what is contained 
in the committee's measure. 

We had many hours of discussion be
fore a majority in the committee fi
nally agreed on the core language of 
the SDI amendment as follows: 

It is a goal of the United States to deploy 
an antiballistic missile system, including 
one, or an adequate additional number of 
ABM sites and space-based sensors, capable 
of providing a highly effective defense of the 
United States against limited attacks of bal
listic missiles. 

Some on the committee supported 
the version of the ABM system that is 
to the left of the word "or." Others on 
the committee supported the version of 
the ABM system that is described to 
the right of the word " or. " Both sys
tems, radically different from each 
other, are included in the same sen
tence, same amendment, and the same 
bill. 

The implications of the two systems 
are also very different. In the course of 
that discussion, it became abundantly 
clear how far apart Members who sup
port the formulation actually are. I 
would like to begin with a very brief 
review of the ABM Treaty which is the 
necessary starting point. 

The ABM Treaty, of course, permits 
us to build an antiballistic missile sys
tem within certain limits. Those limits 
are, broadly, that each side can build 
an antiballistic missile system, pro
vided that it is located at only one site, 
that it has not more than 100 launches 
for its interceptor missiles, nor more 
than 100 missiles, and that, in terms of 
its overall capabilities, it must not be 
an effort to defend the entire territory 
of either country-thus, undermining 
the basis for deterrence-but only the 
defense of an individual region, within 
which originally the offensive missiles 
were presumed to be deployed. 

Originally, the United States de
clared its intention to build its system 
in Grand Forks, ND, for the purpose of 
providing some protection for U.S. bal
listic missile silos located in that re
gion. Over time, however, technology 
has improved to the point where a trea
ty-compliant installation at just this 
one site could provide far more than 
just local defense. 

It is this new technological develop
ment which has in a way stimulated 
the debate over the language eventu
ally included in the committee bill, or 
at least part of the language. 

A treaty compliance site, using these 
more advanced technologies, could 
theoretically def end more or less the 
central one-third of the United States 
but provide very little coverage for ei
ther coast and none at all for Alaska or 
Hawaii. 

Assuming the system worked well, it 
would protect against no more than 100 
warheads or nominally 10 heavy Soviet 
ICBM's or perhaps a fraction of a single 
boatload of Soviet SLBM's. In the 
event the Soviets have missiles that 
are fully equipped with penetration 
aids, however, the United States sys
tem might be unable to handle even 
one heavily MIRV'd ICBM with pene
tration aids and decoys and chaff to 
confuse the radars. 

Ironically, if such a system were de
ployed without amendments to the 
treaty and without agreement by the 
Soviet Union in advance, as President 
Reagan contemplated when he first 
proposed the SDI system, its very de
ployment might well push the Soviet 
Union toward equipping its ICBM force 
with the penetration aids and decoys 
and chaff which would ironically then 
sharply undermine the usefulness of a 
system of this kind even against an ac
cidental launch. 

Some members of the committee be
lieve that the United States should de
ploy no more than this single, ground
based installation, fully compliant 
with the ABM Treaty. They take com
fort from certain phrases in the com
mittee language that suggest this out
come is possible, and they discount the 
fact that this language makes no prom
ises. 

Other members of the committee 
make it abundantly clear that they be
lieve this single treaty compliance site 
is a completely inadequate return on 
the investment made in the committee 
bill. They want full coverage of all 50 
States. And to get that, of course, they 
have to break the ABM Treaty at many 
points by deploying for starters not 
just one site but 5 or 6 sites, and not 
just 100 missiles but 1,000 or probably 
more, not ground-based radars of the 
sort prescribed by the ABM Treaty but 
space-based equipment capable of co
ordinating the battle. But even this 
system cannot handle more than a 
half-hearted Soviet attack. One thou
sand warheads equals 100 heavy ICBM's 
from the Soviet Union and that is, of 
course, only a tiny fraction of what the 
Soviet Union will have even after the 
START-1 reductions, which brings us 
to Brilliant Pebbles. 

Those who believe in space-based de
fense argue that Brilliant Pebbles is 
the only way to gain real efficiency, 
because this system, unlike any of its 
ground-based variants, can attack bal
listic missiles from any part of the 
globe, and it can attack them before 
they have deployed their warheads and 
payloads, especially important when 

dealing with highly MIRV'd Soviet 
missiles. 

Brilliant Pebbles, however, depends 
upon all sorts of undemonstrated as
sumptions. Moreover, even its develop
ment is clearly illegal under the ABM 
Treaty. Finally, the administration is 
proposing to deploy only a small Bril
liant Pebbles system at first, their so
called G-P ALS system, which stands 
for global protection against acciden
tal launch. So we end up with only 
light protection, unless we go on to a 
full-scale SDI system. 

Those who fashioned the committee's 
compromise will argue that the sup
porters of Brilliant Pebbles have given 
up a great deal. Brilliant Pebbles is ex
plicitly ruled out of the first phase of 
deployment in the committee version 
of this system, the 5--6 site deployment 
that is the real core of the compromise. 
But Brilliant Pebbles will be hand
somely funded by the compromise and 
the 5--6 site ground-based deployment is 
in fact required for G-PALS. This is in 
essence a phase one of the old phase 
one approach to SDI which the admin
istration is now pursuing. Making this 
initial deployment, moreover, effec
tively smashes the ABM Treaty, the 5-
6 site deployment that is. Therefore, it 
is not surprising that supporters of a 
full-scale SDI system based on Bril
liant Pebbles look at this compromise 
and, for good reason, see that their 
glass is half full. 

It was said often during our debate 
within the committee and will surely 
be emphasized later in debate on the 
floor of the Senate that "all" that the 
committee has really agreed to do is 
authorize deployment by 1996 of a sin
gle treaty compliant antiballistic mis
sile defense site, but that site is also 
explicitly described in the language of 
the committee bill as only an "initial 
step" and then it goes on toward the 
more complete system also described 
in the committee bill as on the other 
side of the "or" in the beginning phra
seology. 

The committee does not agree on any 
point other than building that one site. 
Opinion does not converge on this 
point but rather it departs from it in 
radically different directions. 

As for the mention of such critically 
important terms in the committee's 
statement of goals as "adequate addi
tional number," "highly effective," 
and "limited attacks," there is no indi
cation whatsoever in the text and no 
basis for agreement among the Mem
bers. Yet these terms are efforts to 
characterize the basic specifications of 
a major weapons system whose devel
opment and deployment Congress 
would be commissioning. 

The Senate needs also to realize that 
if it sustains the committee's language 
on this point, it will also be adopting a 
policy which declares the intention of 
the United States to totally revise the 
ABM Treaty with the effort to begin 
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immediately from first principles 
through the last technical detail, and, 
failing that, to abrogate the treaty. 
That is the certain meaning of com
mittee language urging the President 
to "pursue immediately negotiations 
to amend the ABM Treaty." The goals 
of that negotiation, as outlined by the 
committee, are not at all narrow. Cer
tainly, they do not include the right to 
deploy a space-based defense initially, 
and that point will be emphasized in 
the coming debate. But they do permit 
a ground-based system far beyond the 
present limits of the treaty, with a ca
pability to defend the entire territory 
of the United States to some degree. It 
will allow us to deploy space-based sen
sors for battle-management functions, 
which is directly prohibited by the 
ABM Treaty as it is now written, and 
they opep. the door to full-scale devel
opment and testing of Brilliant Peb
bles. 

Moreover, the committee makes it 
clear that starting 4 years from now 
and ending with deployment of the 
first site in 1996, the United States 
might abrogate the ABM Treaty, un
less the Soviets agree to change it to 
our liking. I expect you will hear some 
denials that the committee language is 
anywhere near that direct. It is not. 
All it says is that in May 1994, the 
President is to report to Congress on 
his progress in renegotiating the ABM 
Treaty with the Soviets. And if he is 
not making enough progress, then all 
it says is that by 1996, the President 
and Congress should have begun think
ing about options under the ABM Trea
ty. Under the circumstances, however, 
the option of accepting the treaty as 
originally written is rejected, the op
tion of amending the treaty is assumed 
to have failed. That leaves abrogating 
the treaty as the only choice. Not 
named, to be sure, but inevitable under 
the construct of the committee bill. 

Now, if there were some compelling 
reason to abandon our present policies, 
perhaps all of these flaws would be ac
ceptable. But we are presently under 
no such compulsion. Our present lines 
of research can be pursued usefully for 
a number of years before they run up 
against limits in the ABM Treaty. No 
one is suggesting that the risk of an 
accidental or unauthorized launch from 
the Soviet Union is high. As for the 
proliferation of ballistic missiles 
among other countries, that is indeed a 
major problem. But it is a regional 
problem, for countries that are within 
range of the kinds of missiles that are 
being developed and deployed. It is not 
expected to be a problem for the United 
States for some time to come. 

We have seen that it is possible for 
the United States to defend locally 
against short range ballistic missiles. 
There is a true consensus in the com
mittee that these defenses-so crucial 
during Desert Storm-need to be 
pushed and deployed for use in remote 

theaters of combat. We have a true 
consensus that more capable space
based sensors can and should be devel
oped, and that potential issues involv
ing their characteristics and the ABM 
Treaty ought to be the subject of nego
tiations. We have a true consensus that 
Soviet countermeasures could render a 
treaty compliant ABM system ineffec
tive, and that we need an agreement 
that would preclude those counter
measures. These are the areas that 
should be our focus. 

There is no need for us to force a 
choice among competing technologies 
and architectures. There is certainly 
no need for the Senate to urge the 
President to open a negotiation with 
the Soviets before the Senate even 
agrees on the true objectives of that 
negotiation, There is absolutely no 
need to try to buy the American people 
a placebo against the fear of nuclear 
war. We should develop short range de
fenses because they are feasible and 
important for dealing with prolifera
tion at distances from ourselves. We 
should continue research and develop
ment on ground-based defenses. We 
should invest in possible breakthrough 
technologies. We should, in short, hold 
steady. 

In the course of these remarks, I 
have said little about the implications 
of the committee's course of action for 
United States-Soviet relations. There 
are, after all, so many other unknowns 
about that subject. But assuming that 
in the end there continues to be a So
viet Government with responsibility 
for national defense, we will still have 
to make choices about what we would 
rather be talking about when it comes 
to nuclear weapons. Does it make more 
sense to prepare in the hope of further 
major reductions of strategic nuclear 
weapons? Or does it make sense, right 
now, just as START is to be signed, to 
invite a brand new chapter of discord 
about the role of defenses? 

I am not unalterably opposed to anti
ballistic-missile defenses. I am not a 
believer that the ABM Treaty must 
exist forever in its present form, or 
even at all. If I oppose ballistic missile 
defense and support the ABM Treaty it 
is because of a reasoned conclusion 
valid in a given context. And my rea
soning tells me that the committee's 
consensus on defenses is not a true 
guide to action, nor is it necessary at 
the present time. 

Therefore, I intend to oppose the 
committee's compromise or proposed 
compromise during debate next week. I 
recognize that it will have a lot of sup
port. This struggle will probably con
tinue in the conference committee if 
we are not successful on the Senate 
floor in the initial debate. 

Let me conclude, however, by saying 
I take this step with considerable re
gret, because in so doing I must differ 
with colleagues for whom I have very, 
very deep and genuine respect. In and 

around next weeks debate, you may 
hear that the committee's discussions 
of these issues were of unusual quality 
behind closed doors. I am very proud to 
say to my colleagues that in my opin
ion this is certainly true. 

We had an extended debate lasting 
through parts of 2 weeks. Very rarely 
do we have the chance for sustained 
and serious dialog among ourselves 
without frequent interruptions and in a 
spirit of real inquiry. We had that kind 
of debate in the executive sessions of 
the Armed Services Committee over 
the last few weeks. I may claim, as I do 
here, that the results were flawed, but 
I also want to say that the process 
brought out some of the finest at
tributes of the Senate, and I was moved 
and impressed by the points made and 
the manner in which they were pre
sented by my colleagues on both sides 
of the debate. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me 
summarize what I believe to be the 
central point. For the foreseeable fu
ture, the most serious danger faced by 
the United States in the realm of stra
tegic weaponry and intercontinental 
ballistics missiles will still be the 
threat we face from the arsenal pos
sessed by the Soviet Union. We worry 
with some reason about the possibility 
that in the future some leader in the 
mold of Saddam Hussein might some
how acquire an intercontinental ballis
tic missile. 

Mr. President, we have many, many 
thousands of such missiles, armed with 
nuclear warheads, ready to take off on 
a moment's notice, aimed at the Unit
ed States of America right now. And 
they have been aimed at the United 
States of America for decades. 

What has kept the peace, what has 
defended the United States of America 
is a mutually agreed deterrence which 
we accept and the Soviet Union accepts 
which we have labored mightily to re
inforce with the strongest and most ef
fective military forces of any nation in 
the world and which we have avoided 
undermining through a series not only 
of deployments but also of agreements 
such as the Anti-Ballistic Missile Trea
ty. 

If we are going to discard the notion 
of deterrence, we ought to make cer
tain that we have something at least 
equally effective to put in its place. We 
do not have a substitute for deterrence 
today, and we should not discard deter
rence prematurely. 

The language in the committee's bill, 
I fear, would undermine the public con
fidence in the ABM Treaty and in the 
notion of deterrence and would do so 
prematurely. I will therefore oppose 
the language of the committee bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

want to congratulate the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee for a very 
clear and well-reasoned statement. 

I share with him the view that the 
expenditures on SDI's, as proposed by 
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the Armed Services Committee, are un
equal and imbalanced to the threat 
that is posed by the Soviet Union. Just 
as peace is breaking out in the world 
and we are agreeing just last week to 
the outlines of a new treaty, just as the 
Soviet Union seems to be rushing pell
mell into free enterprise, we are spend
ing an additional-I forget the percent
age-increase in SDI, leading to further 
increases against what is a vanishingly 
small threat. 

So I look forward to the debate on 
the floor next week and look forward 
to the leadership of the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

NATIONAL ENERGY SECURITY ACT 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, al

most 2 months ago the Senate Energy 
Committee reported the National En
ergy Security Act, a balanced 15-title 
bill dealing with a national energy pol
icy. That act was reported by a vote of 
17 to 3 in the Energy Committee. I have 
been dealing these last few days with 
different parts of that bill-with alter
native fuels, with energy efficiency on 
successive days and last Friday with 
natural gas-and today, Mr. President, 
I want to talk about renewable energy 
and the hydroelectric provisions of this 
bill. 

Until recently, the potential for gen
erating power from non-hydro-renew
able energy has gone largely untapped. 
Now it is being heralded as the energy 
source to wean us off everything from 
oil to coal. I, too, believe that the use 
of renewable energy resources such as 
solar and biofuels must play an impor
tant role in our Nation's energy policy. 
Just as energy efficiency can play a 
major role in helping this country to 
achieve energy independence and an 
improved environment, so too can re
newable energy resources provide eco
nomic and environmental benefits. 
However, we must be careful to under
stand the contribution renewable en
ergy can make to our overall energy 
independence. 

Al though energy supplied from re
newable resources is expected to rise as 
new technologies and regulatory meas
ures are brought on line, it cannot yet 
substitute for the development of other 
domestic energy sources such as coal, 
natural gas, and oil. 

Renewable energy must be viewed as 
an important component of a com
prehensive national energy strategy 
based on domestic production, alter
native fuels, and energy efficiency. Ac
cording to figures supplied by Depart
ment of Energy and industry sources, 
nonhydro renewable energy resources 
currently comprise approximately 1 
percent of the Nation's total energy 
use-or an estimated 394,000 barrels of 
oil equivalent a day. This compares 
with a total U.S. daily consumption of 
38,000,000 barrels of oil equivalent a 
day. 

The renewable provisions in the Na
tional Energy Security Act are de
signed to promote the development of 
commercially sound renewable energy 
systems in order to overcome the arti
ficial economic and regulatory barriers 
that have prevented wide-scale adop
tion. S. 1220 promotes the most prom
ising renewable technologies, helping 
U.S. manufacturers to maintain their 
leadership role in renewable tech
nology. 

The Senate Energy Committee is 
commited to a cost-effective domestic 
renewable energy resource program 
and we have proposed the following 
measures in its National Energy Secu
rity Act of 1991. 

S. 1220 would expand the joint ven
ture program under Public Law 101-218, 
the Renewable Energy and Energy Effi
ciency Technology Competitiveness 
Act, to include energy from biomass 
combustion and cogeneration, geo
thermal, and fuel cells, as well as die
sel fuel displacement by photovoltaic, 
wind energy systems, and biomass di
rect combustion or gasification. 

In addition to the joint venture pro
visions, S. 1220 strengthens the man
date of the interagency Committee on 
Renewable Energy Commerce and 
Trade [CORECT] which promotes the 
spread of commercially viable renew
able energy technologies in lesser de
veloped countries. Because domestic 
renewable technology manufacturers 
are often unfamiliar with the complex
ities of international trade and mar
keting, and policy makers and 
businesspersons in lesser-developed 
countries may be unfamiliar with the 
range and potential of renewable en
ergy technologies, the CORECT Pro
gram provides an outstanding oppor
tunity for mutal economic benefit. 

The committee legislation builds on 
the existing CORECT statute by pro
viding funding for expanded training of 
foreign nationals in energy efficiency 
and renewable energy technologies and 
applications and establishing overseas 
offices in the Caribbean and the Pacific 
rim to promote technology transfer 
and implementation. S. 1220 also 
rectifies a previous gap in access to 
funding for prefeasibility studies, a 
crucial priority within the renewable 
industry. 

Although electricity production from 
renewable energy is often cost com
petitive with that from more conven
tional technologies, financing for re
newable energy projects has tradition
ally been difficult to secure. In fact, 
access to capital is one of the biggest 
barriers to the successful development 
of cost-effective renewable energy pro
duction. S. 1220 addresses this credit 
gap by granting authority to the De
partment of Energy to buy-down or 
subsidize interest rates on private bank 
loans in order to leverage long-term fi
nancing for the solar, biomass, and 
wind indt"'..stries. The committee be-

lieves that allowing renewable compa
nies to amortize loans over a longer pe
riod of time will help to bring the 
monthly costs of financing renewable 
energy projects on par with the month
ly fuel costs of conventionally fueled 
energy systems. 

In addition to the non-hydro-renew
able energy measures I have described. 
S. 1220 will significantly improve, the 
Nation's use of hydroelectric power,, 
our oldest and most widely developed 
renewable energy resource. Hydro
power currently comprises. 14 percent 
of our Nation's total electric capac
ity-a significant portion of our total 
domestic energy supply. We ha:ve an 
obligation to use hydropower as effi
ciently as possible and to eliminate un
necessary obstacles to greater develop
ment of this clean, plentiful domestic. 
resource. 

During the 99th Congress, the Energy 
Committee spent many long hours 
building an up-to-date framework for 
hydropower regulation. We succeeded 
quite well, I think, in 1986 with the en
actment of the Electric Consumers 
Protection Act. That law requires the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis
sion, when considering the licensing or 
relicensing of a hydropower project, to 
give equal weight to consideration of a 
waterway's nondevelopmental values, 
such as fish and wildlife or recreation. 
In other words, the committee struck a 
balance between hydropower develop
ment and environmental protection. 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Com
mission considers these balancing re
sponsibilities seriously as well, having 
accepted nearly 90 percent of other 
agencies' environmental recommenda
tions since 1986. I strongly support that 
balance and I believe that S. 1220 does 
nothing to upset it. 

Without giving up any existing envi
ronmental safeguards, S. 1220 would 
streamline the Federal hydro licensing 
process and grant States the power to 
license certain smaller projects. S. 1220 
does not change the substantive envi
ronmental considerations the Commis
sion is required to make in the course 
of licensing or relicensing a project. 
FERC must continue to strike that 
balance between hydropower develop
ment and environmental protection. 

By streamlining the licensing proc
ess, S. 1220 does no more than elimi
nate unneeded procedural redundancies 
which frequently delay licensing deci
sions for 5 to 10 years. No one benefits 
from delay, neither developers nor en
vironmentalists. 

It is important to stress that the en
vironmental community has a clear in
terest in improving the timeliness of 
the hydro licensing process. Most of 
FERC's licensing activities in the com
ing years will concern the relicensing 
of existing projects. Many of these fa
cilities have been around for as long as 
50 years and they operate under rules 
written decades ago. In virtually every 
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case, this means that the projects fall 
short of meeting contemporary envi
ronmental standards. The sooner FERC 
can complete hydro relicensing, the 
sooner these environmental problems 
can be addressed. 

The committee has determined that 
projects 5 megawatt and smaller do not 
generally present significant problems 
at the Federal level. Therefore, S. 1220 
grants States the right to make deci
sions regarding licensing of certain 
small hydro projects. However, the bill 
does provide special protections in 
State licensing for Federal and Indian 
lands, wild and scenic rivers, and 
boundary rivers. 

Some critics of S. 1220 have sought to 
portray this section as eliminating all 
environmental protection in the con
text of small projects licensing. That 
argument is a totally unwarranted at
tack on the integrity of State govern
ments. I find it patronizing to suggest 
that the States are less interested in 
environmental protection than the 
Federal Government. Indeed, this 
measure is supported by some States 
who see it as a means of ensuring even 
greater environmental protection for 
their rivers while expediting less prob
lematic development. 

Finally, I believe S. 1220 will lead to 
more efficient use of existing Federal 
hydro projects by stimulating improve
ments in both facilities and project op
erations. S. 1220 should increase the 
amount of hydropower actually gen
erated by Federal facilities, while also 
reducing the amount of hydropower 
used by Federal irrigation projects. 
These measures are vital to continued 
development of our most plentiful re
newable domestic energy resource. 

Mr. President, I would like to con
clude my statement on the renewable 
energy provisions of S. 1220 with some 
brief observations. 

Last year's Iraqi invasion of Kuwait 
showed this Nation once again how vul
nerable it remains to disruptions in the 
supply of foreign oil. We must act not 
to show the American people that Con
gress is prepared to develop national 
energy legislation which will free us 
from dependence on imported oil and 
place us firmly on the path of energy 
self-sufficiency. The National Energy 
Security Act of 1991 is the balanced 
comprehensive energy strategy this 
Nation needs. 

Although I recognize the important 
role that renewable energy plays in our 
national energy strategy, I urge you to 
remember that renewable resources, 
excluding hydropower, comprise a rel
atively small part of our overall energy 
mix. This situation is gradually chang
ing with the continued development of 
renewable energy technologies, public 
concern about the environment, and 
the trend toward electricity account
ing for a growing share of the Nation's 
energy mix. 

However, I remind my distinguished 
colleagues that renewable energy can 

not do the job alone. Instead it must be 
coupled with a balanced energy strat
egy based on domestic oil production, 
alternative fuels, and energy effi
ciency. I believe S. 1220 accomplishes 
this goal and I urge my colleagues to 
join me in calling for timely consider
ation of the National Energy Policy 
Act of 1991. 

USED OIL REFINING PROVISIONS IN S. 12'20 

Mr. President, I would like to discuss 
an additional provision of S. 1220 that 
deals with energy production from the 
reuse of used oil. Each year the Nation 
uses 60 million barrels of lubricating 
oil. Even more surprising, each year 
more than 10 million barrels of used lu
bricating oil are carelessly dumped 
into the Nation's soil and water caus
ing substantial environmental damage. 
Just consider, 10 million barrels is 
equal to 400 million gallons, the equiv
alent of 35 Exxon Valdez oil spills every 
year. 

What makes this careless disposal of 
oil even more troubling is that for all 
practical purposes used oil is the equiv
alent of crude oil and thus, a valuable 
commodity. Used oil can be rerefined 
into a variety of fuels or lubricants and 
could therefore replace 400 million gal
lons of imported crude oil each year. 

The committee legislation seeks to 
address two problems associated with 
this tragic situation: First, the cost of 
gathering used oil from many sources 
requires the development of an exten
sive collection system; and second, cur
rent Federal law authorizing the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency to de
clare used oil a "hazardous waste" 
under the Solid Waste Disposal Act. 

Even though the EPA has not actu
ally declared used oil to be a hazardous 
waste, just the threat of such a dec
laration discourages most potential 
collectors and reprocessors from ac
cepting used oil. By accepting used oil, 
collectors run the risk of exposing 
themselves to the regulatory and legal 
liabilities associated with handling a 
hazardous waste. 

S. 1220 responds to these two issues 
by, first, prohibiting the EPA from de
claring used oil to be a hazardous 
waste, and second, by establishing a 
credit trading system. The purpose of 
this credit system is to provide a mech
anism for the Federal Government to 
establish an amount of used oil that 
must be reused each year by all produc
ers and importers of lubricating oil, 
and to provide a mechanism for produc
ers and importers to comply with this 
reuse requirement through the trading 
of reuse credits. 

The used oil recycling provisions of 
S. 1220 are identical to legislation that 
was reported unanimously by the Sen
ate Energy Committee last year. These 
important provisions were drawn from 
legislation introduced by Senator 
WIRTH and our late colleague from 
Pennsylvania, Senator Heinz. 

In addition, S. 976, the Resource Con
servation and Recovery Act Amend
ments of 1991 introduced by Senators 
BAUCUS, CHAFEE, and BURDICK, and re
ferred to the Environment Committee 
is consistent with the objectives of the 
used oil provisions of S. 1220. I look for
ward to working with my colleagues on 
the Environment Committee during 
the consideration of S. 1220, to enact 
legislation to promote the reuse of the 
400 million gallons of used oil that is 
now carelessly discarded into our Na
tion's soil and water. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article from the Los Angeles Times, en
titled "A Plan To Fight Mini-Oil 
'Spills'" and an article from the Chi
cago Tribune entitled "Safety-Kleen 
Facility Refines Oil Recovery" by 
Cheryl Jackson. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Los Angeles Times, May 20, 1990] 

A PLAN TO FIGHT MINI-OIL "SPILLS" 

(By Catherine Collins) 
Americans dispose of more than 400 million 

gallons of used motor oil a year-pouring it 
in containers to be hauled away with the 
rest of the household garbage to the local 
landfill. From there, the oil can leach di
rectly into ground water supplies. 

It is the equivalent of 35 Exxon Valdez oil 
spills. 

Rep. Esteban Torres (D-Calif.) has proposed 
legislation, the Consumer Products Recovery 
Act (HR 2648), designed both to stop the 
waste of a valuable natural resource and to 
remedy a major environmental problem. 

Despite the severity of the problem. Torres 
is waving a carrot, not a stick. 

"More regulations, even if they are reason
able, to enforce without an army of inspec
tors and lawyers," he said. "The installation 
of a system of 'credits' to provide economic 
incentives to the actors in this drama, to
gether with a simple but highly effective en
forcement mechanism, would have a positive 
impact on this process." 

The problem is that used motor oil has a 
negative value; it costs money to dispose of 
it properly. Gas stations and auto repair 
shops have accepted used oil from the do-it
yourselfers, who constitute roughly half of 
the motor oil market. But with today's 
tougher regulations and liability issues, 
they're reluctant to accept the oil. They 
have to pay to have their own hauled away. 

The Consumer Products Recovery Act 
would give used oil an economic value. Here 
is how it would work: 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
would get the authority to mandate annual 
recycling requirements. Producers could ful
fill their obligation under the new law either 
by re-refining oil themselves, by purchasing 
recycled oil or by purchasing an "oil credit." 

The credit: For every gallon of used oil 
that is recycled, the recycler is entitled to 
sell a used oil credit. It is as if he is produc
ing a second product. By selling the credit at 
whatever the market will pay, he has two in
come streams. Thus, the recycler has the 
ability to lower the price of his product or 
increase his capacity. 

Currently, 30% of lubricate oil sold is recy
cled, 60% is thrown away and 10% is lost in 
the system-burned up by engines, leaked 
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out on garage floors or tossed out in filters. 
The law would set a rising recycling require
ment each year, perhaps reaching 50% at the 
end of 10 years. 

The revenue generated could be used by 
the reprocessor/recycler to purchase used oil 
from gas station owners. The station owners, 
now realizing a profit from used oil, might be 
willing to pay for oil returned by individuals. 

" Recycling is technically feasible and en
vironmentally sound but does not get done 
because the wrong economic incentives are 
in place," Torres said. 

The Consumer Products Recovery Act has 
almost universal support from congressmen, 
environmental groups and even the oil indus
try. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, July 10, 1991) 
SAFETY-KLEEN FACILITY REFINES OIL 

RECOVERY 

(By Cheryl Jackson) 
A new oil-recycling facility in northwest 

Indiana promises to produce more than recy
cled oil and renewed hope for the environ
ment. It also may pump badly-needed life 
into the town of East Chicago. 

Safety-Kleen Corp., the Elgin-based recy
cler of industrial wastes, hosted a grand 
opening for its newest oil recovery plant 
Tuesday. 

The facility will double North America's 
capacity for oil recycling. When it reaches 
full capacity, it will process 75 million gal
lons of used automotive and industrial oils 
per year, converting it into 43 million gal
lons of high-quality base lubricating oil, as 
well as additional petroleum products. 

Total storage capacity at the new facility 
is 7.7 million gallons-more than twice the 
capacity of the Shedd Aquarium's new Ocea
narium. 

The S50 million facility, which actually 
began operation in April, already has had an 
impact on East Chicago's fortunes. The heav
ily industrialized town just across the state 
line from Chicago's Southeast Side has been 
hit hard by plant closings in recent years. 

East Chicago vendors already have grabbed 
a portion of the Sl9 million the company said 
it has spent in the vicinity during construc
tion. 

Safety-Kleen said the new facility has cre
ated approximately 50 full-time jobs, and 
that the payroll could reach 100. 

American consumers dispose of 400 million 
gallons of used automotive oil each year, 
pouring it down drains or putting it into the 
trash. By recycling waste oils, the company 
reduces contamination of water supplies and 
at the same time produces useful-and prof
itable-products, said Donald Brinckman, 
Safety-Kleen chairman and chief executive 
officer. 

The East Chicago facility will take in 75 
million gallons of used automotive or indus
trial oils, 20 million gallons of oily waste wa
ters and 43 million gallons of base lubricat
ing oil a year. The plant will produce 11 mil
lion gallons of distillate fuel, 9 million gal
lons of asphaltic oils and 5 million gallons of 
reprocessed fuel. 

Safety-Kleen Corp. is the world's largest 
recycler of contaminated fluid waste. In 1990, 
the company collected more than 198 million 
gallons of fluid for reclamation. 

The company, which has grown to become 
the Chicago area's 27th largest in market 
capitalization, started in 1968 selling and 
servicing parts-washing machines used by 
manufacturers. 

Al though used oil is not yet listed as a haz
ardous waste, there is growing awareness of 
the environmental damage that can result 

from improper handling and disposal, said 
Jospeh Knott, Safety-Kleen president. 

"The plant is designed as a hazardous
waste facility, even though waste oil is not a 
listed hazardous waste," Knott said, adding 
that recycling oil will eventually reduce 
America 's dependence on foreign oil. "And 
you don't have the cost effectiveness 20 to 40 
years from now of having to clean this mess 
up. " 

Safety-Kleen's attitude toward recycling 
and waste management was endorsed by Wil
liam Muno, associate director of the U.S. En
vironmental Protection Agency office in 
charge of administering the Resource Con
servation and Recovery Act, the federal law 
governing solid and hazardous waste. 

"The trend for the '90s is waste minimiza
tion. Don't produce the waste in the first 
place and if you produce it then recycle it," 
Muno said. "This factory is right in step 
with the program that EPA is trying to pro
mote.'' 

The new facility also will help Indiana 
reach its goal of decreasing the amount of 
waste in the state by 35 percent by 1995, and 
50 percent by the year 2000, said Mitra 
Khazai, recycling coordinator at the Office 
of Energy Policy at the Indiana Department 
of Commerce. 

"This may be the only acceptable way to 
handle used oil in the future," she said. 

Safety-Kleen converts used oil from indus
trial and automotive customers into fuel oil 
for industrial use. 

The company entered the oil-recovery 
business in 1987 when it acquired Breslube, of 
Breslau, Ontario, until recently the largest 
re-refiner in North America. The East Chi
cago facility is twice the size of the Breslau 
plant. 

Last year, Safety-Kleen collected more 
than 100 million gallons of used oil that was 
converted to high-quality, re-usable lubri
cating oil or industrial boiler fuel. 

Supported by an extensive collection net
work, Safety-Kleen gathers used oil from 
thousands of sites around North America, 
and converts it into lubricating oil that is 
equal in quality to the original product. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

CLARENCE THOMAS 

Mr. GORTON-
! firmly insist that the Constitution be in

terpreted in a colorblind fashion. It is futile 
to talk of a colorblind society unless this 
constitutional principle is first established. 
* * * 

I don 't believe in quotas. America was 
founded on a philosophy of individual rights, 
not group rights. The civil rights movement 
was at its greatest when it proclaimed the 
highest principles on which this country was 
founded, principles such as the Declaration 
of Independence, which were betrayed in the 
case of blacks and other minorities. 

These are the words of Judge Clar
ence Thomas who is black, the grand
son of a sharecropper, educated in 
Catholic schools, and a conservative. 

He is decidedly not politically cor
rect. And that is why he is now at the 
heart of the furious attacks after his 
nomination for the Supreme Court. 

What is politically correct? An ad
ministrator at the University of Penn
sylvania redlined a student's phrase re
ferring to her "regard for the individ
ual'' and added: 

The word "individual" is a red flag phrase 
today which is considered by any to be rac
ist. 

The administrator went on to warn of 
the inequities that result from cham
pioning individual over group rights. 

The politically correct believe that 
American society is sick. Their atti
tude is expressed clearly by Kirk
patrick Sale, the author of "The Con
quest of Paradise: Christopher Colum
bus and The Columbian Legacy." He 
says that American civilization: 

* * * is founded on a set of ideas that are 
fundamentally pernicious, and they have to 
do with rationalism and humanism and ma
terialism and nationalism and science and 
progress. These are, to my mind, just per
nicious concepts. 

If these are pernicious, consider then 
their opposites: emotionalism, anti-in
tellectualism, incomprehensibility, 
sophistry, anti-humanism, anarchy, su
perstition and regression. These are
to my mind-pernicious concepts, and 
these are, indeed, the foundations, the 
walls, and the cornerstone of political 
correcti tu de. 

William Phillips, for more than 50 
years the editor of the Partisan Re
view, and hardly a rightwinger, sum
marizes this politically correct philos
ophy as: 

* * * a vague but inauthentic radical out
look [that] still dominates the culture of the 
academy, the media, and the educated class
es.* * * 

[That culture includes) a belief in a wide
spread relativism in moral, political, and 
philosophical matters; * * * a general rejec
tion of the existing social system; a radical 
revision of academic curricula; with an at
mosphere of leftism and anti-Americanism 
permeating the whole. 

The "politically correct" reject the 
concept of individual rights and believe 
that one's race, gender, ethnic back
ground, sexual preference, and the like 
are more important than our common 
humanity or American citizenship. 
They ignore or are indifferent to the 
fact that lesser tribalism has destroyed 
half the emerging nations in Africa and 
is about to destroy Yugoslavia, has di
vided Canada, and is at the root of the 
ethnic hatreds and divisions that so 
plague Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union. And tribalism is the future that 
the politically correct promise the 
United States. 

Because he does not share their ter
ribly destructive views the "politically 
correct" seek to destroy Clarence 
Thomas. They fully understand that 
the next Supreme Court Justice will be 
a conservative-at least as conserv
ative as Clarence Thomas-but they 
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react to the prospect of a black con
servative with special fury. Because 
Clarence Thomas, by his very life and 
attitudes, destroys the thesis upon 
which their culture has built its cas
tles: fortresses of division, mistrust, 
and hatred. But the fact that the 
grandchild of a black sharecropper, 
who has felt, and continues to decry, 
racism in our society, should neverthe
less believe in the promises on which 
this Nation was founded in 1776-

That all men are created equal, and are en
dowed by their creator with certain 
unalienable rights-

Illustrates more clearly than a thou
sand essays the moral bankruptcy of 
the "politically correct". 

For many reasons, not least his great 
courage and independence of mind, 
Clarence Thomas richly deserves to be 
confirmed by acclamation by the Sen
ate of the United States. He represents 
the redemption of the true promise of 
America, that all Americans are cre
ated free and equal and that any Amer
ican can surmount the circumstances 
of birth, to arise, like Clarence Thomas 
himself, with a sense of history and 
pride, and with eyes open to the light 
ahead. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BINGAMAN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Minnesota is rec
ognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. WELLSTONE per

taining to the introduction of S. 1527 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. LEAHY pertain

ing to the introduction of S. 1527 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

WHO IS CARLOS FUENTES? 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, at a 

recent Interior Appropriations Sub
committee meeting, I raised concerns 
about the Smithsonian Institution's 
use of its funding. 

One of those concerns regards the up
coming Columbus quincentenary cele
bration. Despite its name, the event 
has little to do with Christopher Co
lumbus, the explorer. Rather, it is sup
posed to be a celebration of the history 
and culture of Latin America. 

In any event, during those hearings, I 
asked why the Smithsonian selected 

Carlos Fuentes as a national spokes
man on a Smithsonian-sponsored tele
vision series. 

Although Carlos Fuentes is a well
known Mexican author, he is described 
by some as "an independent leftist," a 
friend of Fidel Castro and Daniel Or
tega, and a known critic of United 
States policy in Latin America. 

I just thought it strange the Smith
sonian, which is supposed to be the 
guardian of our Nation's heritage, felt 
it necessary to select a foreigner, well 
known for his anti-U.S. biases, instead 
of a U.S. citizen or at least some quali
fied spokesperson who has a more ob
jective viewpoint to do this job. 

As a result of that hearing, many 
people, including many Senators, have 
asked me, "Who is Carlos Fuentes?" In 
an attempt to answer that question, I 
ask unanimous consent to include, at 
the end of my remarks, an article that 
appeared in the New Republic. It is 
written by Mr. Enrique Krauze, and 
will, I hope, answer that question. I 
urge my colleagues to read the article. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE GUERRILLA DANDY 
(By Enrique Krauze)* 

He speaks all his words distinctly, half as 
loud again as the other. Anybody can see the 
is an actor.-HENRY FIELDING. 

In the family album of exiled writers 
(Conrad, Nabokov, Zamyatin, Kundera), a 
close-up of Carlos Fuentes reveals something 
odd about his image. Is he a willing exile 
from Mexico in the United States, or a reluc
tant exile from the United States in Mexico? 
He has become something of a star in North 
America, where he lived until the age of 12, 
to the extent that even an American con
gressman observed that "Fuentes is a great 
man. He knows so much about his country." 
The congressman had not read a single book 
by Fuentes; his opinion, like the opinion of 
so many others, had been formed by the om
nipresence of the writer in the media. 

In Mexico, Fuentes has an altogether dif
ferent image. No one doubts his exemplary 
passion for literature and his professional at
tachment to it. He has published novels, sto
ries, essays, drama, and countless articles. 
And yet for some time now his writings have 
been arousing irritation and bewilderment. 
Mexico is a country whose complexity has 
exhausted several generations of intellec
tuals, but Fuentes seems unaware of that 
complexity. His work simplies the country; 
his view is frivolous, unrealistic, and, all too 
often, false. 

In a poem by Octavio Paz, a story by Juan 
Rulfo, or a painting by Rufino Tamayo, 
Mexican life is the point of departure for the 
work, and the work participates in that life. 
Even certain foreign artists have captured 
what is new, and radically alien, about Mex
ico: the Mexican pink in Rauschenberg's 
canvases; the signs hanging on the cantina 
walls in Lowry's famous novel; the dark 
women in Viva Zapata walking over rough 
paving stones; the lighthearted, innocent 

*Enrique Krauze is deputy editor of Vuelta in Mex
ico City. His most recent books are Por una 
democracia sin adjetivos and biographies of 20th-cen
tury Mexican political figures in the eight-volume 
Biografia del poder. 

cruelty in Bufmel's Los Olvidados; the mar
ket day in Lawrence's Mornings in Mexico. A 
reality embodied by Mexicans for foreigners 
to discover. But Fuentes, a foreigner in his 
own country, skirts that reality, and lingers 
over externals. For Fuentes, Mexico is a 
script committed to memory, not an enigma 
or a problem, not anything really living, not 
a personal experience. 

There is the suspicion in Mexico that 
Fuentes merely uses Mexico as a theme, dis
torting it for a North American public, 
claiming credentials that he does not have. 
The appearance of Myself with Others, then, 
is timely. Its autobiographical pages finally 
reveal the origins of his intellectual sleight 
of hand. The book shows Fuentes's lack of 
identify and personal history. From the very 
start, it's clear that he filled in this void 
with films and literature. His real world was 
his fictional world: a cinematic sequence of 
authors and works. Lacking a personal point 
of view and an internal compass, Fuentes 
lost his way through the history of literature 
and found himself condemned to the his
trionic reproduction of its texts, theories, 
and personages. The key to Fuentes is not in 
Mexico; it is in Hollywood. The United 
States produces actors for movies, for tele
vision, for radio, for politics. Now and then 
it produces actors for literature, too. Carlos 
Fuentes is one of them. 

I. 

"This is not a border, it is a scar." This 
statement by one of the characters in The 
Old Gringo is excessive as a description of the 
vicinity between Mexico and the United 
States, but an accurate epigraph for Fuentes 
himself. He was a gringo child of Mexican or
igin, born in Panama, a place where history 
and geography have indeed left a scar. On 
the outskirts of the Depression and the New 
Deal, his placid childhood was spent in the 
"territorial fiction" of diplomatic life, in a 
seven-room apartment that was "superbly 
furnished" and had a view of Meridian Hill 
Park in Washington, D.C. Myself with Others 
recalls long summers when "the livin' 
seemed easy," a good old time when Fuentes 
learned to prefer "grits to guacamole" and 
work to idleness ("no siestas for me"), and 
first dreamed the American dream: that ev
eryone will be famous for 15 minutes. 

On his vacations, he visited Mexico. "It 
was depressing to compare the progress of a 
country where everything worked, every
thing was new, everything was clean, with 
the inefficiency, backwardness, and dirt of 
my own country." In contrast to the North 
American past, Mexican history seemed lit
tle more than a series of "crushing defeats," 
beginning with the TTT: the "Tremendous 
Texan Trauma." Fuentes grew accustomed 
to seeing Mexico not on its own terms, but 
refracted through a North American perspec
tive. No Mexican loses sleep over the TTT, 
and none would say, as Fuentes does, that 
"the world of North America blinds us with 
its energy: we cannot see ourselves. We must 
see you." Quite the opposite: Mexico has al
ways been a country maniacally obsessed 
with itself. But Fuentes is a special kind of 
Mexican. He discovered the existence· of hfs 
country at the age of ten, in 1938, when 
President Cardenas decreed the expropria
tion of foreign oil properties. He suddenly re
alized that this "nonexistent country" was 
his identity, an identity that was slipping 
away from him. 

"How I Started to Write" (an auto
biographical chapter in Myself with Others) 
is a good example of the onomastic prose, 
worthy of a marquee, that is so peculiar to 
Fuentes. It introduces the veneration of the 
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great names that would populate his life and 
his writings: Gene Kelly, Dick Tracy, Clark 
Kent, Carole Lombard, Franklin D. Roo
sevelt, and a long and indiscriminate 
etcetera. "When I arrived [in America]," he 
told an audience a few weeks ago at the Na
tional Press Club in Washington, where he 
had come to help out with the Robert F. 
Kennedy Book Awards, "Dick Tracy had just 
met Tess Trueheart. As I left, Clark Kent 
was meeting Lois Lane. You are what you 
eat. You are also the comics you peruse as a 
child." Fuentes' was not exactly a life in 
exile, but an uprooting whose abrupt rever
sal in adolescene would leave a scar of ambi
guity: "Mexico became a fact of violent ap
proaches and separations in the face of which 
affection was no less strong than rejection." 

The autobiographical pages make it clear 
that the only early links between Fuentes 
and his "paternal country" were a national
ism forged less by pride in the Mexican tra
dition than by resentment of the North 
American world, and by the determined ef
fort he made throughout his childhood to 
preserve Spanish as his language. It is no ex
aggeration to see these links, respectively, 
as the origin of Fuentes' political and lit
erary attitudes. When Fuentes finally ap
proached "the gold and mud" of Mexico at 
the age of 16, language had already become 
"the center of his being and the possibility 
of joining his own destiny and that of his 
country into one." Mexico, the "imaginary, 
imagined country," was not a tangible, his
torical nation. It was only a victim of impe
rialism, an instrumental reality, a language. 

Fuentes' struggle in Mexico to preserve the 
Spanish language led to the obsession with 
conquering it. The story of Myself with Oth
ers ends in 1950; to reconstruct fully the 
story of his struggle, one must turn to the 
testimony of friends, and to other incidental 
writings by Fuentes. Someone remembers 
that he became a mimetic being, all tongue 
and ears, a "brawler" with words. No won
der, because in Mexico the weapons of collo
quial language are as sharp as, or even 
sharper than, real weapons. During those 
years he had already given up the idea of 
writing in English ("After all, the English 
language didn't need another writer"), but 
his use of Spanish indicated that he was 
tone-deaf to certain nuances, expressions, 
themes. He moved from reticence to excess: 
unexpected "damns," out of place. 

In sum, to a linguistic machismo. Reality, 
however, was somewhere on the other side of 
language. In 1950 Mexico City was in the 
process of taking on the physiognomy of 
other modern capitals where Fuentes had 
been. He did not see the need, therefore, to 
go deeper into the countryside, where the re
ality of Mexico was more profound. His ex
ploration of the city, although superficial, 
was incessant and orgiastic. Like a bedazzled 
and perplexed tourist, he lived the city of lei
sure, the nocturnal city, the show-biz city. 
He left out the workplace, working hours, 
and neighborhoods. Instead, he descended 
with pencil in hand into "the brash, senti
mental, lowdown world of brothels smelling 
of disinfectant, cheap nightclubs decorated 
with silver-colored walls, the whores, pimps, 
magicians, midget strippers, and vaselined 
singers." 

Mexico in the '50s was also defined (the 
word is Fuentes's) by its Star System: the 
muralist Diego Rivera and his scaffolding, 
the eyelashes of Maria Felix, the dancer 
Tongolele's shock of white hair, and the seal
like face of mambo orchestra leader Perez 
Prado. To be a writer in the '50s, "one had to 
be" with the writer stars: Alfonso Reyes and 

Octavio Paz. Fuentes went so far as to live 
with Reyes in Cuernavaca. In the winter of 
1950, he met Paz in Paris. Paz wrote about 
the young man who possessed "an avidity to 
know and touch everything-an avidity that 
is manifested in charges so intense and fre
quent that it is no exaggeration to call them 
electrical." It is significant that Paz speaks 
of avidity, not of curiosity. Fuentes urgently 
wanted to appropriate the latest intellectual 
keys to Mexico, he needed to complete li
bretto of the "imaginary country," and he 
thought he had found it in Paz's The Lab
yrinth of Solitude. His reading of that book 
was a revelation. 

In 1958 he published his first novel. Where 
the Air Is Clear. Closely following the visual 
methods of the U.S.A. trilogy ("Dos Passos 
was my literary bible"), Fuentes took an im
portant step in Mexican narrative; he accli
matized the genre of the urban novel that 
had been introduced two years before, with 
fewer literary resources but tellingly and 
honestly, by Luis Spota in Casi el paraiso 
(Almost Paradise). His main formal inspira
tion was Balzac. "I am very Balzacian .... 
In The Human Comedy (or, if you prefer, The 
Mexican Comedy) there is room for many sto
rys." The image is exact. Fuentes envisioned 
Mexican society as a vertical social and his
torical stage set. In the basement were the 
masked, unseen Aztec gods, embodied, as 
faceless beings who carry out their designs. 
And above ground were the various social 
classes: the nostalgic aristocracy, the 
"Croesohedonic" bourgeoisie, the arriviste 
middle class, and at the bottom, the common 
people. 

Fuentes's first book presaged the character 
of this entire work. The intellectual itin
erary that he had chosen in order to learn 
about the country was transfigured into a 
strange confusion of genres. The characters 
had no life of their own: they simply acted 
out fashionable philosophical theses. A phil
osophical poet clearly inspired by Paz ap
pears throughout the novel and dies in a 
manner that recalls the chapter on death in 
The Labyrinth of Solitude; the ruined banker 
does not consult a lawyer but discusses the 
essence of the Mexican spirit with Paz's alter 
ego; and so on. The most successful parody is 
not of the bourgeois class (Fuentes scorned 
it without knowing it), but of the aristoc
racy, to which he belonged without really be
longing to it: its parties, its snobbery, its 
dandyism, its uprootedness. But finally 
Fuentes lacked the practical knowledge of 
social life that may be found in Balzac, for 
whom a bankruptcy, the work of a printing 
house, or the fall of the stock market were 
concrete realities, not symptoms of the life 
of a class. And he lacked something even 
more important. "There, where your shoe 
pinches, is the touch of Balzac," wrote Harry 
Levin. In Where the Air is Clear the common 
people do not suffer or work; they reflect 
philosophically on poverty in the setting of 
an endless and tragic binge. 

Fuentes's first novel does not recall Balzac 
so much as that great actor of painting, 
Diego Rivera: immense texts and murals 
that proceed more by accumulation and 
schematic juxtaposition than by imaginative 
connection. Both are painfully rigid in sug
gesting the inner lives of their themes and 
characters, both treat them as theses or bur
den them with a didacticism that grows tedi
ous, both have recourse to allegory. Texts 
that are murals, murals that are texts. The 
best of Rivera is the flowering of his forms 
and colors. The best of Fuentes is in the 
verbal avalanche of his prose. 

The great Cuban poet Lezama Lima wrote 
that "I have found his novel strong, urgent, 

abundant, throbbing with symbols and 
masks." This verbal eroticism was the real 
substance of the novel, and it limned the 
central paradox of Fuentes's future work: 
there was something chimerical in his at
tempt to write the social novel of a reality 
he had not lived, something false that was 
supposed to be disguised by intellectual 
mimesis and lyrical expansion. But it was 
not disguised. Language was still the center 
of Fuentes's being, and Mexico remained an 
" imaginary, imagined country." His vast 
reading, diligent but independent of any ex
perience that wasn't academic or folkloric, 
was never enough to correct his limitation. 
He never came to know the country that 
would be the central theme of his work. He 
thought he could resolve the deafness of his 
origins by turning it inside out: history, so
ciety, the life of the city, would be assimi
lated to the raging tumult of its voices. 
Balzac's characters still survive in the lit
erary and popular memory of Europe. No
body in Mexico remembers the characters of 
Fuentes. 

n. 
Like the great majority of Mexican intel

lectuals of all political tendencies (Jose 
Vasconcelos and Octavio Paz, Vicente 
Lombardo and Daniel Cosio Villegas), Carlos 
Fuentes celebrated the victory of the Cuban 
Revolution and interpreted it as an act of 
Spanish American affirmation: a triumph of 
Marti, not Lenin. For Fuentes in particular, 
the revolution had an additional signifi
cance: it seemed to resolve, not in language 
but in history, his latent identity crisis. It 
seemed to make his scar disappear. Revenge 
for the TTT. Mexico was still the imaginary 
country, but suddenly it was no longer nec
essary to compare it with the dubious para
dise of the "cheerful robots" or with the 
cruel mirror of "crushing defeats." In an ar
ticle published in March 1959, Fuentes main
tained that Cuba had opened the doors of the 
future when it interdicted all the founding phi
losophies of the United States: Locke, Adam 
Smith, Protestantism, the free enterprise sys
tem-"weapons that are much too feeble to at
tack the problems of the 20th century." The na
tionalist vindication alone seemed to guar
antee a happy ending. 

"One must be Malraux," he had confided 
years before to a friend. Cuba offered 
Fuentes the opportunity to play a young, 
somewhat altered Malraux: the Malraux of a 
revolution in power. He traveled to Havana, 
he wrote enthusiastic articles, and with his 
closest friends he founded El Espectador (The 
Spectator), which in its short life closely fol
lowed the pulse of Cuba and interpreted the 
problems of Mexico in light of the Cuban ex
perience. In Mexico, the natural effect of the 
Cuban Revolution was to push its old local 
homologue to the right, to make the Mexi
can Revolution seem like a pseudo-revolu
tion. 

This occurred, paradoxically, at precisely 
the time when the economic and social bal
ance of the Mexican pseudo-revolution was 
not at all bad, whatever the point of com
parison-internal or external, the past or the 
present. (The fundamental problem of the 
time was the growing insensitivity of the 
governing class, which blocked the country's 
political and economic growth). Very few in
tellectuals, however, had the wisdom to 
judge the situation with any equilibrium
the young, influenced by the academic Marx
ism made fashionable by Sartre, least of all. 
Democracy, certainly, was not on their hori
zon. After Cuba, the only horizon was the 
revolution in El Espectador, Fuentes asked: 
"Are we still in time to save the Mexican 
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Revolution from the pitiful stupor it fell into 
in 1940?" To set it back on course, he 
thought it necessary to abandon the "impov
erishing anarchy of free enterprise" and 
fight for a "strong State that would assume 
total control and rational, popular planning 
of economic development.'' 

Fuentes's Sartre was C. Wright Mills. Mills 
visited the University of Mexico in 1960 and 
taught a course on Marxism and liberalism. 
He envied the potential influence of the 
Latin American intellectual, who was, in his 
opinion, a unique factor for change in under
developed countries. For Mills, world com
petition was not a problem of power, but of 
prestige: the best model of industrial devel
opment would win. As for autocratic govern
ments, Mills saw Leninism as the only way 
out. El Espectador disseminated Mills's ideas, 
and Fuentes, who adopted them as if they 
were a creed, dediCate his second novel, The 
Death of Artemio Cruz, to Mills. The colophon 
states the dates and places of its composi
tion: Havana, May 1960; Mexico City, Decem
ber 1961. An epitaph for the Mexican Revolu
tion, written out of the vitality and hope of 
the Cuban Revolution. 

In The Death of Artemio Cruz, Fuentes at
tempted to expose the prototype of the Mexi
can revolutionary, caught up in lies, corrup
tion, and murder. Pursued by the phantoms 
of his victims-the idealists, the collabo
rators, the friends-and gnawed by the mem
ory of true love and its abrupt demise, Gen
eral Cruz, a sort of Mexican Citizen Kane, 
dies a slow, vengeful death. Outside, on the 
painted walls and in the empty speeches of 
the Institutionalized Revolutionary Party 
(PRI), the revolution was dying with him. 
The novel was an immediate and unanimous 
success. It is generally believed to be the 
best novel that Fuentes has written. It is 
certainly the most sincere. At a distance of 
25 years, one is still struck by the verbal 
fury of an implacable narrator who, out of 
the ideological optimism of the early 1960s, 
censures the impurity of a revolutionary 
undeserving of the name. The explosion of 
indignation worked marvelously well in the 
novel's language, but it made the character 
of Cruz unbelievable. His villainy was too 
perfect: he had committed each of the Seven 
Deadly Sins and violated all of the Ten Com
mandments. 

In the revolutionary narratives of Mariano 
Azuela, Martin Luis Guzman, and Jose 
Vasconcelos, you can almost smell the gun
powder in the pages: death is real, made up 
of terror, hatred, blood, and stench. The 
characters are buffeted by contradictory and 
unpredictable wind storms, and their reac
tions are ambiguous. Almost a half century 
later, The Death of Artemio Cruz did away 
with all this ambiguity. The historical revo
lution lost its real contours. It had become 
corrupt. There arose before it its own ideal
ized image: Revolution with a capital R. Now 
the pages smacked of ink, not gunpowder. 
Fuentes's novel functioned as an indictment 
by the younger generation of intellectuals 
who, from the vantage point of a revolution 
that shone for them, wished to prosecute a 
revolution that they considered betrayed. 

Cuba's assertion of nationalism in its con
frontation with the United States captured 
Fuentes's political consciousness in a defini
tive way. The North American world was 
still "blinding him with its energy," keeping 
him from seeing Latin American events in 
their internal variety and complexity. When 
the Soviet Union made its full-fledged ap
pearance on the Cuban scene, Fuentes did 
not rejoice, but neigher did he rush to the 
defense of usurped Cuban nationalism. His 

ideology would remain fixed in a narrow 
range marked out by the Mexican 
(Cardenist) Revolution and the Cuban Revo
lution. The Cuban Revolution's only sin, in 
his opinion, would be intellectual intoler
ance. 

Fuentes wrote several pieces of political 
journalism more notable for their 
pamphleteering enthusiasm than for their 
spirit of objectivity. One of them,. for exam
ple, was the result of a trip through 
Michoacan with Gen. Lazaro Cardenas. For 
30 years the general had been involved in the 
development of the region. In 1938 he had 
created a union of community collectives. 
The sad truth was that the project was a fail
ure from the very start. The community col
lectives had stopped cooperating with each 
other; the land was subject over the years to 
leasing, individual distribution, and foreign 
investment; the state banks and corpora
tions used the campesinos, as political cap
ital. Fuentes did not hide this reality, ex
actly. He simply saw another one, its very 
opposite, the reality of his revolutionary 
idyll: 

"Here the detractors of community collec
tives are refuted. Here individualist and 
greedy ideas have not made their appear
ance. Here disputes, confrontations, and ex
ploitation do not exist. The collectivists co.
operate with each other, they distribute 
their harvests and collect their profits in the 
oldest spirit of all-one that, when it has 
been lost and forgotten, seems brand new the 
spirit of fraternity." 

Later, in early 1961, Fuentes was a cor
respondent for the Mexican magazine Politica 
and for the Nation at the meeting of the OAS 
at Punta del Este, Uruguay, where the in
compatibility of the Cuban regime with de
mocracy was noted, and Cuba was expelled 
from the organization. Two months after 
Punta del Este, however, the good student of 
Mills drew the natural conclusion: 

"True representative democracy is social
ist democracy, because in an underdeveloped 
country, only socialism can effect the struc
tural changes capable of creating the real 
conditions of democracy. By declaring the 
incompatibility with democracy of the only 
Latin American government that is truly 
compatible with concrete democracy, the 
American states, paradoxically, have de
clared their own incompatibility with the fu
ture and with history." 

In the days when he edited the Revista 
Mexicana de Literatura (Mexican Review of 
Literature), in 1955 and 1956, Fuentes's intel
lectual hero had been Camus: "See nuances 
and understand, never dogmatize and con
fuse." Seven years later Camus was dead, 
and Sartre was king. To be an engaged intel
lectual was not to be engaged with truth, but 
with the truth of revolutionary power. In po
litical terms, the Revista had favored a third 
option: "neither Eisenhower nor Khru
shchev: new forms of life and human commu
nity." But Cuba had been Fuentes's road to 
Damascus. The pale nuances of the third 
way, of the democratic option, for which so 
many of Castro's comrades were still des
perately searching in 1962, could wait. 

Ill. 

Many other Mexican and Latin American 
intellectuals had followed the same ideologi
cal route, but very few had Fuentes's charm, 
his brilliance; his command of genres. The li
brary of every self-respecting young radical 
reserved a space for Where the Air Is Clear 
and the Death of Artemio Cruz. They func
tioned as mirrors of academic thinking, 
brimming with good historical and moral 
consciousness. The image they reflected was 

as seductive as their narrative techniques 
and their prose. 

But the long-awaited revolution decided 
not to arrive; what was left was the consola
tion of verbalizing it. There is an old tradi
tion, in, Mexico, of leftist multimillionaires, 
but the new hypocrisy was less elitist: one 
didn't need millions, only a bourgeois life
style and an anti-bourgeois ideology. Pierre 
Cardin and Che Guevara. From the start, 
Fuentes had understood the possibilities of 
the Guerrilla Dandy. Now he took on· that . 
character in all seriousness, although not 
without some cynicism, in a country where 
the true writers of the left (·Jose Revueltas is 
the greatest example) were suffering perse
cution and imprisonment. 

"When you have a strong literary voca
tion," Fuentes declared, "you soon find 
yourself facing the wall of bourgeois society 
that undermines and isolates the artist .. For 
its own comfort, its 0wn permanence, the 
bourgeoisie supposes that art and literature 
are innocuous, that they have nothing to do 
with practical life .... That is why the.re 
can be no rightist authors, authors who are. 
accomplices of the status quo that denies all 
validity to their work. This is when the 
struggle begins between the writer and the 
bourgeoisie." 

Never mind that so many among the bour
geoisie had bought his books. Fuentes felt 
undermined and isolated. He chose to live in 
Europe. He would never again take up per
manent residence in Mexico. "The novelist 
goes through the world in search of his char
acters' identiti.es," writes Fernando Benitez, 
in the introduction to the first volume of 
Fuentes's Obras completas (Complete Works), 
published in Spain in 1973. "We collected 
cities, sounds, smells, people, cathedrals, 
theaters." (And museums, cafes, provincial 
countrysides, concentrati.on camps, islands 
in the Mediterranean.) The volume contains 
several Conde Nast-like photographs: "Car
los, stylishly dressed, seems to belong to 
that ambience of exuberant plaster god
desses, crystal candelabras, and old servants 
in tails." The autobiographical data pre
pared by Fuentes also testifies to hi.s huge 
collection of friends, none of them obscure, 
almost all of them well-known figures in art, 
literature, politics, especially film. There 
are shots of the author with Joseph Losey, 
Jean Se berg, Passolini, Friedrich 
Diirrenmatt, Arthur Miller, Candice Bergen, 
Bufiuel. 

Before he left Mexico, Fuentes published 
Aura, a small masterpiece of magic realism 
on the theme of love enduring through time. 
(The aura of Aura paled somewhat because of 
its direct debt to The Aspern Papers; in Myself 
with Others, Fuentes attempts to diminish 
the influence of Henry James, proposing a 
variety of inspirations for Aura.) During 1965 
and 1966, he wrote Zona sagrada (Holy Place), 
the novel that links the greatest star of 
Mexican films, Maria Felix, and her loving 
son, an unfortunate Oedipus metamorphosed 
into a dog. This time the Mexican critics 
were not so enthusiastic. The misgivings 
centered on the artificiality of his char
acters, on their reduction to verbal or ver
balizing entities. But by then Fuentes had 
already freed himself from characters, that 
"old humanistic category," " that sentimen
tal fetish of the bourgeoisie." In the 
structuralism of Foucault, Sollers, Barthes, 
and Tel Quel group, he had found his literary 
Cuba. Enough of Aschenbach, Bovary, 
Nostromo, Pedro Paramo, Dedalus: of " psy
chologizing subjectivity." Characters should 
be "transformers of the language, resistors 
to the language that runs through them and 
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empties them." The novel was to be its own 
object, a linguistic structure valid in and of 
itself, where language meets the criticism of 
language. 

One might have thought that the novel 
seeks a specific form of knowledge, that it is 
a genre in which composition matters. But 
Fuentes said that his novels are like "can
cerous growths" preceded by total, instanta
neous knowledge: 

"There is a magical moment when the 
mind is an Aleph, a Borgesian Aleph. Every
thing you want to say is there. It is like a 
constellation in which all the elements coex
ist: they are words, nouns, verbs, adjectives. 
And they are images and they are sounds
and they are all the senses-forming a mar
velous, magical totality." 

Fuentes never speaks about the content of 
his words. In interview after interview, he 
insists that literary exploration is an explo
ration of language, inside language. Fuentes 
has very little intellectual curiosity. He 
looks for the script in an author or an ideol
ogy, and with that as a starting point, with
out reworking or conceptualizing it, he in
vokes the demons of language. In his hands, 
though, those demons often amount to no 
more than a cunning catalog of names. Thus, 
in the Aleph of A Change of Skin, which ap
peared in 1967, there are intersections of 
unconnected beaches and bullfights, 
crematoria and Aztec sacrifices, 
Theresienstadt and Cholula, Nazis and Jews, 
gringos and Mexico who just want to get 
even; all things are the same thing, an opti
cal illusion of "pulverized identities," as one 
critic put it. Thirty, forty names per page. 
(Hals, Klee, Capri, Dietrich, Lorre, Garbo, 
Cuauhtemoc, Milan, Singapore, and Cole por
ter are all on page 150.) An abundant inven
tory of streets, magazines, cities, book ti
tles, song lyrics, and above all films ("Not 
Greece, not Mexico, the world is called Para
mount Pictures Presents"). Never has a nov
elist been so possessed by the noun. 

The reader of Myself with Others can verify 
not only Fuentes's propensity for making 
catalogs, but also that his essays are as the
atrical and derivative as his novels. His pro
cedure may simply be an imitation of a pop
ular writer (Kundera rediscovers Diderot, 
Fuentes rediscovers Diderot rediscovered by 
Kundera); a presentation of a popular theory 
(the odd avant-garde reading of Don Quixote); 
or an awkward attempt at a fiction based on 
other people's fictions ("Borges in action"). 
When the devices disappear, and Fuentes 
views the "others" from an independent 
"myself," the result may be a faithful and 
moving portrait, as in "Buiiuel and the Cin
ema of Freedom." But this almost never hap
pens. In the name of his right to experiment, 
Fuentes writes works without a center: vast, 
confused, formless, and oppressive literary 
happenings, parodies of novels that he or 
others have written, or parodies of them
selves. 

In 1968 Fuentes went a step further. He saw 
reality literally impersonating fiction. With 
novelistic opportuneness, the Revolution
the show of shows-returned to Paris. 
Fuentes saw words by Breton, Marx, 
Rimbaud, etc., on the walls, he recalled Alex
ander Nevsky, he listened to the young people 
talking about a European Moncada, he heard 
Sartre compare students to workers and 
praise the "admirable" pragmatism of Cas
tro. On the basis of these images and sounds, 
Fuentes wrote "Paris: The May Revolution." 
This time the Aleph (in an illumination that 
made him feel like Borges, and Whitman) 
showed Fuentes the end of the Affluent Soci
ety. He saw a tide of change that would 

reach as far as Moscow and Washington, he 
saw the general will expressed with rocks 
and not with ballots, he saw strikes at Ana
conda Copper, barricades in Arequipa, cor
rupt leaders in Mexico, he saw "the death of 
God and his privileged Western creation: 
white, bourgeois, Christian man." 

A year later, when Fuentes returned to 
Mexico, he hung a huge photograph of Za
pata in his study; he let his own mustache 
grow longer, and he paraphrased Daniel Cohn 
Bendit, one of the leaders of les evenements: 
"We are all Zapatists." And he had more vi
sions. He saw that Latin America had lived 
four centuries of "sequestered, unknown lan
guage," he saw that our works should be 
works of disorder, that is, of an order con
trary to the present one, he saw that the 
Latin American intellectual sees only with 
the perspective of the revolution: "To write 
about Latin America, to be a witness to 
Latin America in action or in language, 
means more and more a revolutionary act." 
In sum, he saw the novel in power, and power 
in the novel. 

For the Guerrilla Dandy, there is no fron
tier between reality and fiction. Many years 
later, Fuentes revealed in an interview that 
he has always wanted to be a poet: "Richard 
ill gave his kingdom for a horse. I would give 
all my books for a line by Eliot, Yeats, or 
Pound." It is only natural that in the optical 
illusion of his identities he has not seen him
self for what he really is: a lyric poet lost in 
the novel and the essay, a spirited and abun
dant poet, though a little deaf to the beauty 
of the language. A macho, a stud, an 
Artemio Cruz who treats words like whores. 
His cherished need to impregnate everything 
with the sentimentality and the rhetoric of a 
lyric poet is the source of his problems as a 
novelist. In fact, Fuentes's old obsession 
with language ties him to a time, and to a 
rhetoric, that will pass very quickly. This 
novelist has run against the current of the 
novel's development. The author has not dis
appeared behind the text (as he was supposed 
to, after Flaubert, the Russians, Musil, 
Broch, Kafka, Nabokov, Faulkner); the text, 
instead, has disappeared behind the author. 

IV. 

One may forgive the hallucinations of 1968. 
What happened later, however, was decisive. 
In Mexico, after the student massacre of Oc
tober 2, 1968, in Tlateloco, real revolution, 
armed revolution, seemed the only way pos
sible to many young people. While Fuentes 
was "loading his words with dynamite," the 
guerrillas in the Sierra de Guerrero were 
moving from words to dynamite. Would he 
join them? Would he offer critical opposition 
to the authoritarian and anti-democratic re
gime? No, something had changed. 

Some interpreted the significance of 1968 
as a profound affirmative of civil society in 
the face of Mexico's political system, and 
aimed to consolidate spaces for independent 
criticism. But most intellectuals, Fuentes 
among them, chose to subordinate their vi
sion and influence to the power of the new 
president. The first group was seeking the 
endlessly postponed alternative of freely 
choosing what kind of Mexico it wanted. The 
second believed that they already knew what 
kind of country their society wanted. 
Artemio Crux was dead. The Mexican Revo
lution was coming back to life, they believed 
and playing the role of a "new Cardenas" 
was President Luis Echeverria. 

During the first months of the Echeverria 
administration (1970-76), Fuentes published 
Tiempo mexicano (Mexican Time), a collection 
of his best essays and journalism of the pre
vious ten years, along with an interpretation 

of the recent past and of the regime (which 
he thought promising) of his friend the presi
dent. The book reiterated Paz's old idea that 
the revolution is also a fact of myth, not 
only a fact of history: "Mexico broke its 
masks only with the Revolution .... In [it) 
the fact of Mexico is the mirror of Mexico." 
And what Fuentes saw in the mirror was al
most an occupied country: "We are a depend
ent, semi-colonial nation. Our maneuvering 
room is no greater than Poland's." The basic 
facts of Mexico's prostration seemed very 

· clear to him: a foreign debt of S4 billion, an 
oppressive rate of inflation, and so on. "De
velopment for the sake of development" was 
useless. The solution lay, as he had written 
in 1962, in abandoning the "holy immobility 
of the center" and fighting for the energetic 
intervention of the state in economic life. 

Fuentes considered it natural that the en
terprises created by the state would be suffi
ciently numerous, broad, and productive to 
relegate ancillary functions ("tobacco stands 
and little grocery stores") to private enter
prise. He remembered Mills's commandment: 
intellectuals and university students should 
be the agents of change. But instead of going 
to the mountains with a rifle, or even worse, 
"into their father's little business," young 
people should board the train of the revolu
tion turned into a government, and there be
come the "vanguard" that Lenin described. 
Because the state embodied the revolution, 
the state, too, could be worshiped. "Mexican 
socialism," Fuentes realized in 1973, when he 
was living again in Paris, "will be the result 
of a process of contradictions . . . of con
frontation between the national state and 
private enterprise, between the nation and 
imperialism, between the workers and the 
capitalists. Marx foresaw it all." 

Point by point, Echeverria implemented 
the political program of Fuentes's intellec
tual generation as it was summarized in 
Tiempo mexicano. He swelled the power and 
the size of the state by adding tens of thou
sands of university students to the payroll. 
Wallet in hand, he corrected inequalities by 
increasing the foreign debt, which amounted 
to $26 billion at the end of his administra
tion. The bureaucratic "vanguard" grew by 
almost two million people. By the end of his 
term, the "new Cardenas" had become one of 
the richest men in Mexico, a Third World 
Artemio Cruz. And for the first time in a half 
century, the country that Echeverria was 
supposed to have raised from its prostration 
knew the effects of true inflation: the com
bined loss of real wages, financial health, 
economic growth. The practical result of the 
populist program against "developmentism" 
and dependence, then, was to hinder develop
ment, to deepen the dependence and the 
debt. 

In politics, the performance of the govern
ment was even worse. On June 10, 1971, there 
was a reprise of Tlatelolco, in which hun
dreds of students were massacred in the 
streets by official paramilitary forces. The 
president vowed to investigate, and never 
mentioned it again. Then the public learned 
that Echeverria, former minister in the gov
ernment of Diaz Ordaz, was himself impli
cated in the repressions of '71 and '68. This 
time Fuentes did not see what everyone saw, 
he saw what no one saw: "All the forces of 
Mexican reaction plotted to set a trap for 
Echeverria, stigmatize the new regime, dis
credit the difficult, carefully considered 
democratic option with which the new presi
dent tried to overcome the deep crisis of '68." 

Fuentes was not the only intellectual, of 
course, who believed in Echeverria and took 
part in his parody of revolution, but his sup-
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port reached grotesque extremes. Shortly 
after June 10, he maintained that the intel
lectuals who did not support Echeverria 
against the "real" culprits (the invisible 
forces of the right) were committing a "his
toric crime." The Mexican intellectual Ga
briel Zaid responded that "the only historic 
criminal is Luis Echeverria," and later ad
monished Fuentes: "You have used your 
international prestige to put pressure on the 
executive instead of putting pressure on the 
independence in its confrontation with the 
executive .... You have made independence 
more difficult." For Fuentes, however, inde
pendence was a bourgeois value, a clamoring 
force "a model of democracy that was par
liamentary, pluralist, British: I cannot help 
smiling at this Anglo-Saxon perspective." 
True independence was shown, rather, by the 
president, in the face of imperialism and its 
"lackeys" in the private sector. Thus, in 
1973, Fuentes praised the way in which 
Echeverria had made the bureaucratic appa
ratus more "dynamic," had fought (if "only 
verbally") against private enterprise, had 
managed public funds "with absolute hon
esty." 

In January 1975 Echeverria named Fuentes 
his ambassador to France. In July 1976 the 
president orchestrated the coup against the 
management of Excelsior, the country's lead
ing newspaper. Everyone knew the details of 
the president's support of the coup. Everyone 
except Carlos Fuentes, who defended 
Echeverria publicly: "Is it conceivable that a 
man as politically astute as Echeverria 
could be the author of his own descrediting?" 
Yes, it was perfectly conceivable. All you 
needed was a breakaway from the idolatry of 
the state and the revolution, and open a win
dow to concrete facts. But that was never 
the intellectual intention of Fuentes, for 
whom objectivity is both "impossible and 
undesirable.'' 

v. 
A word haunted Fuentes during those 

years: totality. He had been a "Joycean be
fore reading Joye 3." In A Change of Skin, one 
of his characters is possessed by a frustrated 
longing for the absolute: "to fix the past for
ever, to devour the present immediately, and 
to take charge of all imminence of the fu
ture." The fragmentation of reality seems 
vulgar to him. Years later, in an orgy of 
Joycification, his real self fulfilled his exper
imental dream: he wrote Terra nostra. 

Obsessed by the mechanisms of power in 
Latin America, he had proposed to capture 
in a single vision the collective time of the 
founding of Ibero-America. In an essay writ
ten in 1973, "Cervantes o la Critica de la 
lectura" (Cervantes, or The Criticism of 
Reading), he had explained in detail the his
torical dimension of his project. He wanted 
to capture the Spain of the Counter-Ref
ormation: monolithic, vertical, dogmatic, se
vere. Its perfect representation was the 
Escorial, Philip !I's living tomb. Opposed to 
this fortress, and corroding it from within, 
was the other Spain, full of Arab sensuality, 
Jewish industry, Renaissance utopias, the 
Spain dreamed of in 1520 by the rebellious 
communards of Castile: democratic, plural
istic, tolerant, respectful of individual exist
ence and local autonomy, watchful of the 
king-the Spain of Erasmus. The idea could 
not have been more ambitious. The novel's 
theme in the phantom, the dream, the desire 
for liberty in the walled cloister of the 
Counter-Reformation. 

Fuentes could deal with the torments of 
the flesh in the Escorial, but the torments of 
faith escaped him: the novel recounts them 
ad nauseam, but it does not re-create them. 
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The reason is clear. In Terra nostra he avoid
ed throwing himself into the ring with his 
characters. He narrated the bullfight from 
an intellectual box. Or even less: he narrated 
a narration about the bullfight in the opac
ity of 800 pages, expressly accumulated in 
order to impose his majestic self on the read
er: "I never think about the reader. Not at 
all. Terra nostra is not made for readers. . . . 
When I wrote it I was absolutely certain that 
nobody would read it, and in fact I wrote it 
with that in mind .... I gave myself the 
luxury of writing a book without readers." 
Joyce condemned the readers of Finnegan's 
Wake to spend as much time in reading the 
book as he had spent in writing it. Fuentes 
surpassed Joyce in Terra nostra, with its fac
ile paraphrases and pastiches, and its tran
scriptions of encyclopedias and catalogs. The 
novel's real theme is its author's fascination 
with absolute power, not with the other 
Spain, the one that invented the word "lib
eral." The democratic values of the com
munards seem more alien to Fuentes than a 
Miuran bull. Ultimately, the book gives the 
feeling of a pathetically closed space: of to
tality that leads to asphyxiation. 

In fragmentary passages, Terra nostra reads 
marvelously well, but its essay-characters do 
not really live their desires and their ambi
tions. In Fuentes, there is no existential ex
ploration. His novels (Terra nostra most com
pletely) are intra-literary-sometimes only 
intraverbal-exercises more akin to French 
structuralism than to anything Joycean. 
This lack of existential anchoring is the de
cisive difference between the actor and his 
model, but not the only one. Joyce worked 
at an extremely slow and steady pace, in 
careful and complex reflection. Fuentes pro
ceeds by inspiration: 

"I can write in a plane, in a bus, in a hotel 
room-anywhere I am-with ease .... There 
are writers who work very slowly because 
they are painfully looking for that adjective, 
that verb. I prefer to privilege the cataract: 
I will let everything rush through me and 
over me like Niagara Falls with a sort of 
confianza, a confidence. I give in to the abun
dance of language because I am . . . like a 
Bernini statue. I am abundant." 

Then, suddenly, briefly, Fuentes removed 
the makeup, came down from the stage, 
turned out the lights, and walked out incog
nito to wander through Mexico City. A line 
by Paz concerning the mythic destruction of 
the Aztec city came to mind: burnt water. In 
Burnt Water, which appeared in 1980, Fuentes 
plays no one but himself. It is not written by 
himself as a personage, but by himself as 
person. These four perfect stories show, 
again, that his calling as a writer is the au
thentic investigation into the tragic fate of 
the city he loved. Suddenly, in a kind of pa
renthesis in his career, Fuentes is not afraid 
to create "psychologizing subjectivity," 
characters who dare to feel tenderness, filial 
love, pity, and the most bestial hatred. 

A poor old woman, surrounded by street 
mongrels, remembers the ancient palaces in 
ruins, and an invalid child listens to her. A 
native aristocrat clings to the decorative 
world of his house now situated amid decay 
and drug violence, a nest of rats that do not 
conquer him: they devour him instead. And 
in "The Son of Andres Aparicio," there is 
the life story of a lumpen turned bodyguard. 
Here the city is not unreal or purely visual. 
It is a visceral city, a city in pain. Here the 
extraordinary recreation of language is not 
the end, but the means. There are no useless 
names, no social or political didacticism, no 
reflections on the nature of the Mexican 
spirit, no sentimental lyricism. There are 

only four fragments that touch the Mexican 
soul of Carlos Fuentes. 

This parenthesis of real feeling was closed, 
however. in the 1980s, when Fuentes defini
tively established himself in the country of 
his childhood and allowed himself the luxury 
of writing a nationalistic Western for Amer
ican readers. The Old Gringo is a minor work. 
The book's explicit subject-Ambrose 
Bierce-is its least striking thing; Fuentes 
gives the basic facts, but he fails to pene
trate Bierce's hallucinatory life. The Old 
Gringo is important, rather, because it re
veals Fuentes's methods of appropriation 
and distortion with devastating clarity. The 
beginning of the novel is derived, for exam
ple, from Memorias de Pancho Villa (The Mem
oirs of Pancho Villa) where its author, Martin 
Luis Guzman, narrates the twofold death of 
the English rancher Benton at the hands of a 
Vilista. Who would notice? Nobody in the 
United States knows Guzman. Then, along 
with Bierce, the novel presents an opague, 
enigmatic Mexican general named Arroyo, 
and a God-fearing Methodist school teacher 
who eventually succumbs to the trans
figuration, to the sexual, telluric strength of 
the general; and the similarity to Cipriano 
and Kate in D. H. Lawrence's The Plumed Ser
pent is certainly remarkable. As Fuentes has 
written, "Is there any book without a fa
ther?" 

After liberating himself from the imagi
nary need to imagine, Fuentes goes on to re
arrange completely the history of the Mexi
can Revolution. In The Old Gringo, briefly, 
Zapatism becomes Villism. Fuentes trans
ports the peasant revolution of indigenous 
southern Mexico to the northern border. He 
situates his story in Chihuahua, where there 
were no problems concerning land, no con
flicts between haciendas and communities, 
no peasant in ponchos, no people drinking 
mezcal. It was easier that way, because he 
could imitate Jesus Sotelo Inclan's book 
about Zapata, which no one in the United 
States (except John Womack's readers) 
would know. In 1971 Fuentes wrote that "lit
erature says what history covers up, it for
gets or mutilates." Many Mexican readers of 
The Old Gringo, however, found themselves 
convinced of precisely the opposite. 

VI. 

The Central American crisis and the 
Reagan presidency opened the second chap
ter of a historical drama begun in 1959. It 
was natural that Fuentes, living now in the 
States, should become passionately inter
ested in the conflict, but the similarity be
tween his attitudes of the early '80s and his 
attitudes of the early '60s is disconcerting. 
By now, to be sure, it is a commonplace 
among the liberal left in Mexico to criticize 
Cuba, to let slip some slight doubts about in
ternal affairs in Nicaragua. (Its own experi
ence taught the Mexican left not to scorn 
"formal" democracy.) But Fuentes is hum
ming the same old tune. He has said that 
Cuba is a colony, and that Marxism is intel
lectually facile; but he only demands of Cas
tro "a little more glasnost and perestroika." 
His support for the Sandinistas has been 
complete. 

Still, he has also experienced a good 
amount of intellectual confusion; it is dif
ficult to serve truth and power at the same 
time. In his commencement address at Har
vard University in 1983, and in various arti
cles and conferences, Fuentes has referred to 
"the constant battle with the past" that 
Latin America is waging, a past of theoc
racy, centralism, paternalism: the fortress of 
the Counter-Reformation still imprisons us 
with its dogmas and hierarchies, its confu-
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sion of public and private rights, "its faith in 
ideas over facts." Fair enough. But then 
Fuentes is immediately enamored of pre
cisely those closed political systems that are 
the heirs of the Counter-Reformation. 

Fuentes sees clearly the mental prison of 
these countries, but he does not quite lament 
it, or see himself enclosed in it. His reading 
of the Central American conflict grows out 
of his old fascination with totality, with 
unity, with order. Reading him seriously can 
be a twisted adventure in dialectic. Consider 
his defense of the Sandinista revolution. At 
times he achieves a certain distance: "There 
is a sacred element to the revolution: that is 
why it does not tolerate opposition." But he 
also joins the faith: "The total history of a 
community is revealed in the dawn of the 
Revolution." 

The political imagination of Fuentes 
seems frozen in the commonplaces of 1962, 
which not even the latest speechmaker of 
the PRI could repeat without blushing: "All 
of us in Mexico exist and work thanks to the 
Revolution." An eternal 1968, Fuentes's revo
lution is not only sacred, it is universal and 
inevitable as well. Speaking of the revolu
tion, Fuentes the iron historicist reminds 
the North Americans that "their republic 
was also born out of the barrel of a gun." 
Speaking of democracy, however, Fuentes 
the tolerant relativist invokes "cultural con
texts": every country should come to its own 
version of it. Unlike democracy, the revolu
tion does not recognize frontiers or cultures. 
It is always the same-1648, 1776, 1789, Mex
ico, Havana, Managua. When it comes, it de
mands patience. Violence-Marx dixit-is 
the midwife of history. That is why the Arias 
plan took him by surprise. Arias's demo
cratic legitimacy does not mean much to 
Fuentes: democracy does not reveal the total 
history of a community, only the frag
mentary will of its citizens. 

There is something even older and more 
frozen in the moral imagination of Fuentes: 
his old scar of identity. The love/hate he 
feels for the United States cuts him off from 
the possibility of any intrinsic understand
ing of Latin American phenomena. ("We can
not see ourselves, we must see you.") In re
sponse to the obligatory question regarding 
the need for democracy in Central America, 
Fuentes always has his ready-made answer: 
"Why does the United States worry about 
democracy in Nicaragua and not in Chile?" 
As a question, it is valid. As an answer, it is 
not. It defers the establishment of a demo
cratic order until the United States stops 
being hypocritical, which is to say, until the 
cows come home. In Fuentes, there is a de
pendence on dependence. 

We can all agree that the relations of the 
United States with the Caribbean, Central 
America, and Mexico are marked by a vast 
historical outrage assiduously carried out by 
North America long before a Cuban headline 
at the beginning of the century announced 
that "hatred of the North American will be 
the religion of the Cubans." It is an outrage 
made up of incomprehension, inattentive
ness, prejudice, racism, exploitation, stupid
ity, disdain. Its greatest mistake was not to 
recognize, and to support intelligently, the 
liberal regimes of this century, trusting in
stead in "our bastards." And Reagan's bra
vado, his references to "freedom fighters" 
and to the "backyard," keeps the outrage 
alive. 

But granted that all this is true, what is 
the responsibility of the Latin American in
tellectual? Once again, Camus: "To see nu
ances and understand, not to dogmatize and 
confuse." To point out endlessly, if you like, 

the historical responsibility of the North 
Americans, but to take note as well of the 
contribution that the revolutionaries them
selves have made to the disaster. The strug
gle of the Miskitos has nothing to do with 
the adventure of William Walker. Fuentes 
reproduces Reagan-like illusions when he be
lieves that the Sandinistas are the real 
"freedom fighters," struggling in the name 
of history, revolution, and destiny against 
the only enemy, which is imperialism. In 
Nicaragua, where he was becoming known as 
"the tenth comandante," Fuentes had the 
same idyllic visions of 1962, 1968, and 1976, 
and he exclaimed: "There will be foot-stamp
ing and tail-thrashing by the dinosaur-the 
United States-but the relationship will 
change." An elemental, resentful, rhetorical 
nationalism, one that excludes all other val
ues, is the sum total of Fuentes's political 
ideology. 

After Fuentes's visit to Nicaragua early in 
1988, Pablo Antonio Cuadra, the poet and the 
managing editor of La Prensa, wrote: 

"I have been a friend of Fuentes, and I ad
mire his literary work; but I never thought 
that he would take up again the old Spanish 
American rhetoric that has caused so much 
harm and confusion, in order to polarize con
cepts and reduce the very serious Nicaraguan 
problem to a struggle between David and Go
liath in which, of course, one must be on the 
side of David. And what of the brutal Rus
sian Goliath? ... It is a great shame and a 
great responsibility, because the influence of 
men like him should serve to balance the 
scales. He should have seen that our poor 
America is exhausted by those great con
cepts that cost blood and misery . . . and all 
for nothing. Men like him could exert influ
ence on fanatics to make them sane again, to 
make them think, to turn them once again 
toward objectivity and realism. Many of the 
comandantes are not Castros, but imitators 
who could be saved if so many intelligent 
people did not play their game." 

Carlos Fuentes has not even recognized his 
own uprootedness as a problem. His politics 
are elemental and dogmatic. His literature is 
brilliant and insubstantial. He has created 
only one extraordinary character. Carlos 
Fuentes.-Translated by Edith Grossman. 

TERRY ANDERSON 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to inform my colleagues that today 
marks the 2,320th day that Terry An
derson has been held captive in Leb
anon. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent I be allowed to pro
ceed as if in morning business for an 
additional 5 minutes, and that my col
league from New Mexico, Senator Do
MENICI, also be allowed to proceed for 
that same length of time on a separate 
issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec
ognized. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN, per

taining to the introduction of S. 1528 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, be
fore yielding the floor, I ask unani
mous consent that the time for morn
ing business be extended for up to 6 
minutes, following the recognition of 
Senator DOMENIC!, and that Senator 
KOHL be recognized to speak at that 
time for that additional 6 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. DOMENIC!, per

taining to the introduction of S. 1528 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

COMMEMORATION OF GRANTS, 
NM, 50TH ANNIVERSARY AS IN
CORPORATED CITY 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 

today to encourage my colleagues to 
join me in commemorating the 50th an
niversary celebration to mark the in
corporation of the city of Grants, NM. 

It is appropriate at this time to re
view the rich history of Grants-its be
ginnings and its changing fortunes. 
From its beginnings as a Spanish fron
tier ranching settlement to its present 
status as the one-time uranium capital 
of the United States, Grants has shown 
a remarkable will to survive. 

The present townsite originated at 
Los Alomitos-Little Cottonwoods
the ranch of Don Diego Antonio Cha
vez, who reportedly planted the cotton
wood trees around a natural fresh 
water spring. Early homesteaders and 
settlers were sheep and cattlemen, who 
capitalized on the excellent grazing 
pastures and plentiful water. 

Like many settlements in the West, 
Grants' early success was linked to the 
construction of the railroad. During 
the 1880's Los Alomitos became known 
as Grant's Camp, in recognition of 
Angus, John, and Lewis Grant, the 
three brothers who were awarded the 
contract to build the A&P Railroad. 
The name of the community was offi
cially changed to Grants on December 
l, 1931. 

The 1 umber industry provided the 
first significant growth for Grants 
when the Breece Lumber Co. completed 
construction of a 38-mile railroad from 
Tenaja to the Zuni Mountains. This 
new industry made up for the losses in-
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curred when a drought in 1918 crippled 
the livestock industry. Logging and 
lumber business became full-blown, 
employing 2,100 people and moving 
about 4,000 people into this northwest 
New Mexico town that boomed with ho
tels, cafes, general stores, saloons, 
dance halls, and even homes. 

A decade of lumbering prosperity 
brought telephone service, an electric 
powerplant, a number of churches, and 
a high school to the area. The Grants 
Review, a local newspaper printed in 
Gallup, was distributed throughout the 
1920's. 

When the Great Depression stopped 
the lumber industry saws, completion 
of the Bluewater Dam brought the next 
economic boost to the town. The vege
table industry flourished in this new 
soil and water-rich valley, growing $2.5 
million in produce in 1939. Unfortu
nately, changes in produce packaging 
eventually drew farmers away from the 
area and the community faced yet an
other economic setback. 

In 1939, Grants flirted with the idea 
of becoming an incorporated munici
pality, but political pressures and live
stock corralled within the would-be 
city limits kept the ordinance from be
coming reality. Finally in 1941, a per
manent legal city charter was ap
proved. It is that distinct event that 
we celebrate now. 

Although mining was not a new in
dustry to the Grants area, it has rep
resented the greatest and most sus
tained economic boom for the commu
nity. Pumice was regularly mined from 
Mount Taylor and copper ore was 
taken from the region, but Paddy Mar
tinez' discovery in the early 1950's of 
the uranium proved to be a catalyst for 
decades of growth for the area. Five 
uranium mills-Anaconda, Kerr
McGee, Phillips, Homestake-New Mex
ico Partners and Homestake-Sapin
were built in the area by 1958. 

Uranium boosted the population from 
2,000 in 1950, to 7,000 by 1955 and more 
than 10,000 by 1960. In addition to the 
building of new schools, stores and 
banks, the city built the Cibola Gen
eral Hospital in 1959. A public library 
was dedicated to the memory of Moth
er Whiteside, a frontier legend, and a 
branch campus of New Mexico State 
University was established there in 
1968. 

A historic event occurred in 1981, 
when Grants became the county seat of 
Cibola County, the first new county 
created in New Mexico in 32 years. 

The following year brought the be
ginning of a precipitous decline in the 
uranium industry. Mines and mills 
closed. The town experienced an exodus 
of workers and families. Times were 
bleak. But many Grants residents re
mained, refusing to surrender to de
spair. These are the more than 11,000 
residents who now celebrate their 
town's golden anniversary as new eco
nomic opportunities are created. 

As the town begins its next 50 years 
of history, it looks forward to the ad
vancement of two new State correc
tional facilities, the completion of a 
large electric generating plant, and de
velopment of a major open-pit coal op
eration. The city is looking toward a 
more diversified economy that will 
broaden its appeal as New Mexico, the 
Land of Enchantment, continues to 
grow. 

I honor and commend the people of 
Grants and their forbearers who have 
created a hard-working, persevering 
community that represents the best of 
New Mexico. 

And so, Mr. President, I encourage 
you and my colleagues, on the 50th an
niversary celebration to salute the city 
of Grants, whose citizenry are eager to 
meet the challenges of the future as op
portunities rather than impossibilities. 

Mr. President, I inquire will we be 
back on the bill in 6 minutes, is that 
what the order is now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I thank the Chair. 
I yield back any time I have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent to speak for 6 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
(The remarks of Mr. KOHL pertaining 

to the introduction of S. 1527 are lo
cated in today's RECORD under "State
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, par

liamentary inquiry. Are we now back 
on the MFN bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That will 
be the regular order, but we are not on 
it yet. 

Mr. GORTON. What business takes 
place between now and then? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business unless consent is granted to 
the regular order. 

Mr. GORTON. Then I call for regular 
order. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, might I 
just inquire of the Senator from Wash
ington. I had previously asked the 
managers if I might have 5 minutes to 
speak on the dairy bill that was pre
viously introduced and had received 
agreement that that consent would be 
forthcoming to extend the period for 
morning business for 5 minutes. Per
haps we could find a way to work 
things out so that might occur. 

Mr. GORTON. The Senator would be 
delighted to yield to his friend and col
league from North Dakota. 

I ask unanimous consent that when 
the 5-mintue period is over, the Sen
ator from Washington be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Washington. I appre
ciate his cooperation. 

(The remarks of Mr. CONRAD pertain
ing to the introduction of S. 1527 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington is recognized. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, par
liamentary inquiry: Are we now on the 
regular order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator permits the clerk to report, 
that will be the case. 

UNITED STATES-CHINA ACT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (8. 1367) to extend to the People's 

Republic of China renewal of nondiscrim
inatory (most-favored-nation) treatment 
until 1992 provided certain conditions are 
met. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, with re
spect to debate on this bill at this par
ticular point, this Senator feels like an 
orphan in the storm with no home ap
parent in sight. We now are dealing 
with a bill replete with conditions for 
the extension of most-favored-nation 
treatment to the People's Republic of 
China, beginning a year from now. 

A similar bill passed the House with 
a very impressive majority and in
cluded a number of condition.:;, most or 
all of which this Senator felt to be ap
propriate. The Senate bill as was re
ported to the floor includes a number 
of additional conditions and is more 
stringent on several of those included 
in the House bill. 

Last night, in the passage of the 
Bingaman amendment, we added addi
tional and still more stringent condi
tions. I suspect we will continue to pile 
on what I might describe as "feel
good" conditions during the course of 
this debate today and until final pas
sage of this proposal. 

If MFN treatment for the People's 
Republic of China were a ship, it would 
long since have been loaded beyond its 
capacity and would have sunk without 
a trace beneath the surface of the sea. 

We here in the Senate and our col
leagues in the House may well feel that 
we have struck a blow for civil rights 
in China by the passage of this bill, but 
in fact we will not have done so. We 
know now the bill in its present form 
will be vetoed by the President. We 
know too that veto will be sustained. 

Many of the Members, I daresay, who 
vote for the bill will be relieved at that 
result, and will have the best of both 
worlds. 

If by some chance the bill in its 
present or future form should become 
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law, the People's Republic of China ob
viously would be unwilling to accept 
the conditions in the bill and MFN sta
tus will die. 

Some of the bill's conditions are con
cerned with human rights in China, 
and most particularly, with the vic
tims who protested in favor of democ
racy at Tiananmen Square. Others 
have to do with the behavior of the 
People's Republic of China; still others 
with its foreign policy. 

We now have conditions which relate 
to its policies not only toward Taiwan, 
but also toward Cambodia, Tibet and 
potential customers for China's missile 
technology. Finally, there are a series 
of conditions that concern trade be
tween the United States and China. 

The consideration of this bill had one 
positive impact. At the beginning of 
the discussion of this issue, the distin
guished and thoughtful Senator from 
Montana [Mr. BAucus] together with 14 
other Senators, wrote to the President 
setting out what he and they consid
ered to be reasonable administrative 
measures to address concerns with 
China. 

Last Friday, the President responded 
to that letter in a modestly positive 
vein. While the response was couched 
in terms of statements that simply re
iterated existing administration pol
icy, in fact I think he went slightly be
yond it. For the first time, the admin
istration gave a relatively clear com
mitment that it would support mem
bership for Taiwan in the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the 
GATT. Admission is long overdue for 
Taiwan, which has become a major 
trading partner of much of the rest of 
the world. Taiwan's international trade 
rivals or exceeds that of the People's 
Republic of China itself. 

The President also promised at least 
marginally more strict enforcement of 
section 301 provisions to address cer
tain of the more egregious trade prac
tices of the People's Republic of China. 
The President also spoke affirmatively 
to a number of the other concerns ex
pressed by the Senator from Montana 
and those who joined with him. 

While this Senator and others would 
have preferred an even more positive 
response, it is certainly sufficient to 
gain for the President the support of 
one-third plus one of the Members of 
this body, and very likely that number 
of Members of the other body, when 
and if the President vetoes this or a 
successor bill. 

The net result in that this debate has 
now become a formality, largely with
out purpose. This Senator regards that 
as regrettable. I feel it to be a shame, 
almost a disgrace to this country and 
to its business enterprises, that the 
U.S. Trade Representative and the ad
ministration are so easy to push 
around on trade-related issues con
nected with the extension of MFN sta
tus. 

Even Senators, who represent States 
most dependent on foreign trade, as 
this Senator does, can have certain 
doubts about the desirability of a trad
ing system which is almost completely 
open at the American end of the pipe
line, and largely closed at the other, 
except for a handful of goods which the 
People's Republic of China cannot 
produce for itself. 

Our bilateral trade deficit with the 
People's Republic of China is $10 billion 
a year, and rapidly climbing toward or 
beyond the $15 billion figure. That is 
not because of any natural trade-relat
ed characteristics of the two nations, 
but because of the overwhelmingly 
closed and unfair nature of the govern
ment-operated trading system of the 
People's Republic of China itself. 
Clearly, this cannot continue 
unabated. 

The administration's response to 
such trade issues, specifically those 
raised by the Senator from Montana, 
at best can be characterized as barely 
adequate, designed to result in a politi
cal rather than a fair-trade end. 

But the real issue in this debate, and 
in all of the debates in which we have 
been engaged on this subject for more 
than 2 years, is not human rights, 
weapons proliferation, or even trade. 
The real issue is the Government of the 
People's Republic of China itself; a 
government which maintains itself by 
terror and repression. It is a govern
ment which is inevitably destined for 
the same fate as the Governments of 
Czechoslovakia and Romania. In fact, 
it may well parallel the Government of 
Romania more closely than it does any 
other government in what was for
merly the Eastern bloc. 

That repressive regime will not last, 
Mr. President. As a consequence, it 
seems to this Senator and to many of 
the business enterprises which he rep
resents, that even from a trade stand
point, in the middle-term, not to men
tion long term, it would be far wiser to 
bet on the future rather than on the 
past. 

Democracy, or at least the disman
tling of the present Government of the 
People's Republic of China, is as inevi
table as the overthrow of the Com
munist governments of Eastern Eu
rope. Far better, Mr. President, that 
we have the support and the friendship 
of, that we be the guiding examples for, 
those who are attempting to create a 
democracy in China than those who 
have so far successfully repressed that 
inevitability. 

In that respect, Mr. President, we are 
different from and have different inter
ests than even the rest of our trading 
partners in the West. When the stu
dents and others began their drive for 
democracy several years ago in 
Beijing, they did not utilize a German 
or a French or an English symbol. 
Their symbol was their own recreation 
of the Statue of Liberty, just as it was 

the United States and not Western Eu
rope which inspired the liberation 
movements in Eastern Europe and, for 
that matter, the Soviet Union. 

So it is the example set by the Unit
ed States which inspires the same feel
ings in the People's Republic of China. 
It is the words of the Declaration of 
Independence about the unalienable 
rights of peoples to life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness. It is the words 
which are engraved into the Jefferson 
Memorial, less than 2 miles from where 
we stand, Mr. President, which has in
spired the citizens of China: "I have 
sworn upon the altar of God, eternal 
hostility against every form of tyranny 
over the mind of man." It is these sen
timents which inspire our relationships 
with China and, for that matter, with 
many other peoples around the world 
who seek liberty. 

But we have reached a point in this 
debate in which we find ourselves on a 
dead-end street. I urge upon the major
ity leader and upon all of those in this 
body who are truly concerned about 
the future of the People's Republic of 
China, about democracy, about a long
term constructive and balanced trade 
relationship between the United States 
and mainland China, that this bill 
should be far shorter and far more sim
ple than it presently is. We should re
move from it all of the rhetoric about 
what the Government of the People's 
Republic of China has done, and re
move from it almost all of the condi
tions which have been added by indi
vidual Members of both the Senate and 
of the other body. We should con
centrate on the thoughts which moved 
us 2 years ago as we watched that cou
rageous young man standing in front of 
a tank on Tiananmen Square and sim
ply condition the extension of most-fa
vored-nation treatment to China a year 
from now upon an accounting and re
lease from prison of those citizens of 
China who demonstrated for democracy 
in Beijing and who were arrested and 
imprisoned for engaging in the most 
fundamental of all of our human 
rights. 

Only in that fashion, Mr. President, 
can we focus the attention of the citi
zens of this country where it ought to 
be focused. Only in that fashion can we 
present to the President of the United 
States what is the overriding issue: fu
ture of democracy in China. 

Mr. President, a democratic China 
will not export to the United States 
the products of slave labor. A demo
cratic China will not sell its missile 
technology to unstable regimes in the 
Middle East. A democratic China will 
not oppress the inhabitants or citizens 
of other countries and of other nations. 
If we succeed in the goal of a demo
cratic China, all of our other goals will 
be reached as well. 

If as I expect, this advice is not heed
ed, if we go forward with the bill in its 
present form and perhaps add a few 
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other conditions to it, this Senator, re
grettably, having started out as a spon
sor of a very similar bill, will vote 
against that ultimate, overburdened 
product. But he will do so in the fer
vent hope that we will revisit this issue 
and that we will deal with it exactly as 
we dealt with the Soviet Union 15 to 20 
years ago with Jackson-Vanik, con
centrating on central human rights is
sues as a condition of this trade. We 
can now look back and say, though it 
took time, that approach brought spec
tacular results. It prodded the Soviet 
Union to free its people who wished to 
leave and helped to bring that country 
to the threshold of democracy and very 
great changes. We should be far more 
modest in our proposals, Mr. President, 
and far more direct. It is not appro
priate for the United States of America 
simply to bow to every whim of the 
People's Republic of China in the 
course of this debate. It is not for us to 
fear the consequences of some kind of 
trade war with a nation which does not 
play fair and has a huge trade surplus 
with the United States. It is appro
priate for or rather, incumbent upon 
the United States of America to stand 
up for the most fundamental of human 
rights in China itself, to stand behind 
those who took inspiration from the 
United States, whose symbol was the 
Statue of Liberty and to see to it that, 
at the very least, they are freed from 
the prisons to which they have been 
sentenced because they supported the 
ideas upon which this country was 
founded. 

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, we 

are on the Mitchell bill regarding MFN; 
is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
know that others want to speak but I 
waited a little while yesterday and this 
morning. I want to make sure that ev
eryone knows that I am not going to 
speak a long time. I think it might be 
10 minutes, for those who are waiting, 
maybe slightly over that. 

Mr. President, there can be no doubt 
that all 100 Senators in this Chamber 
support greater human rights in China. 
All 100 Senators, I think, support non
proliferation of strategic weapons, and 
all are concerned about the trade sur
plus between China and the United 
States, running in their favor. Every 
Senator in this Chamber and everyone 
who votes here, all 100, would like to 
see China provide greater protection 
for our intellectual property rights. 

So in a very real sense, because of 
the democracy demonstrations that oc
curred in Tiananmen Square, we are 
tugged and I am tugged toward two dif
ferent courses of action. My heart 
urges me to avenge the students who 
bravely faced tanks which the world 

was privileged to see on television. 
Some of the students died, some were 
arrested and remain in prison for little 
more than expressing their beliefs. So 
my heart, on the one hand-and I think 
that is what is happening in this 
body-beats to the rhythm of "deny 
most-favored-nation status." But my 
head argues for a more reasoned ap
proach, carefully thought out to 
achieve changes in the governance of 
China, that would move it away from 
tyrannical dictatorial policies and ob
viously move it in the direction of a 
market-oriented economy. 

In deciding how to vote on whether 
to renew MFN for China, should I lis
ten to my heart or my head? Most fa
vored nation is not really "most fa
vored." MFN is a very misleading 
name. 

On a scale of 1 to 4, 1 is the worst tar
iff treatment and 4 is the very best; 
MFN rates a 2. In the tariff pecking 
order, there is only one category worse 
than MFN. That category is a schedule 
based on the Smoot-Hawley tariffs 
guaranteed to kill trade. 

MFN is the tariff schedule the United 
States uses for more than 150 coun
tries. I think the distinguished Senator 
from Montana [Mr. BAucus] and the 
Republican manager on the floor, Sen
ator PACKWOOD, have more than once 
told us what it means to recognize 150 
countries of the ilk and type that some 
of them are, with reference to tyranny, 
dictatorship. Some of them recognize 
few human rights. It is inconsistent to 
come along and say in this case we are 
going to deny MFN to China. 

A more favorable treatment than 
MFN is the generalized system of pref
erences. We grant that status to 134 
countries and territories. And the very 
best tariff treatment is available under 
the bilateral trade agreements we have 
with Israel and Canada and soon, hope
fully, with Mexico. 

Having explained what MFN is, if 
Congress were to deny it, the question 
becomes: Who would our action hurt 
and how would it hurt them? 

Denying MFN does not hurt the 
hardliners in China. The hardliners do 
not like the free market. They disdain
fully, Mr. President, refer to entre
preneurs as "the peddlers." The 
hardliners live day by day, hoping they 
can rid China of the peddlers, and re
verse the economic reforms. 

If a recession comes to China's econ
omy, the hardliners would be pleased 
to have the United States denial of 
MFN as a convenient and foreign 
scapegoat. 

Southern China, the coastal prov
inces and Hong Kong would be eco
nomically damaged if MFN were de
nied. I do not think anyone denies 
that. Even for a country with a trade 
balance that is not running in our 
favor, it is estimated that 100,000 jobs 
would be lost in our country if trade 
with China were stopped. And believe 

you me, everyone agrees it would stop 
if MFN is denied. 

Gao Xin, a well-known journalist 
who was one of the last four participat
ing in the hunger strike in Tiananmen 
Square on June 14, 1989, has said, "Can
celing MFN would help the hardliners. 
If MFN is withdrawn, the United 
States would lose the critical leverage 
needed to help the Chinese people." 
That is not President Bush talking. 
That is one of the four leaders of the 
democracy movement, who certainly 
knows his country better than most of 
us. 

What is at issue is less a question of 
indignation than a question of judg
ment on how the American people can 
best play a role in influencing Chinese 
policies and liberalizing Chinese insti
tutions. I believe just because we have 
seen great changes occur in Eastern 
Europe and even the Soviet Union, we 
have to understand the history of 
China. It will take a long, long time. 
As Senator BAucus said yesterday, it 
might even be something beyond Amer
ica's strength and America's capability 
to literally cause a major change in 
China. 

History provides ample precedents 
showing that almost every effort to co
erce China through economic isolation 
has failed. On the other hand, almost 
every U.S. step toward constructive di
alog has been met with some kind of 
liberalized response. 

President Bush and his policy of en
gagement has resulted in an account
ing of the participants from Tianan
men Square and the release of 970 de
tainees. Fang Lizhi was released as 
part of that dialog. The Chinese Gov
ernment has made public commitments 
on its effort to prevent the export of 
prison labor products and has made 
positive assurances regarding family 
reunification. In addition, the Chinese 
are moving in the right direction on 
nonproliferation. Recently, they par
ticipated in several key meetings deal
ing with arms control. 

I think we should follow the course 
set by President Bush. When I first 
heard his approach, frankly, I won
dered whether it was right. But in the 
ensuing months, being able to partici
pate to some extent and watching what 
occurred in committees that had juris
diction, it appeared to me that the 
President was once again right. The 
letter he wrote recently to Senator 
BAucus of Montana, is a good game 
plan, one that we ought to be pursuing, 
one that we can do and yet retain MFN 
with China. Targeted sanctions are in 
place: These include termination of 
military exchanges, denial of export li
censes, export restrictions on 
supercomputers, communications sat
ellites, and a number of other initia
tives. 

We remain opposed to all World Bank 
lending except for basic human needs. 
The special 301 investigation on intel-
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lectual property is moving ahead as it 
should. It should not be handled in this 
legislation. It ought to be handled 
under the law that creates that set of 
processes and procedures for addressing 
unfair trade practices. 

Denying MFN will cause aging Chi
nese leaders to become even more iso
lated, less inclined to meet inter
nationally recognized standards of 
human rights to correct the trade im
balance or to comply with nuclear non
proliferation. 

In formulating this policy, it is valu
able to look at history. 

A nation-state, as China has been, is 
the longest running show around-3,000 
years. Much of it has been in isolation 
with little or no regard for what others 
thought or for human rights. They evi
denced little interest in trade. This his
tory lesson should teach us that isolat
ing China does not bring about demo
cratic principles. 

Prior to the opening of relationships 
in Beijing in 1971, the United States 
sought for two decades to isolate China 
economically and politically. The Unit
ed States has virtually no trade with 
China, few social political contacts, 
and almost no ability to influence its 
policies. 

President Nixon's historic opening to 
China enabled us to begin to discuss is
sues of mutual concern. However, it 
was not until MFN status was granted 
to China in the late 1970's that our re
lationship grew and we truly began to 
interact with the Chinese on a wide 
range of issues. 

The granting of MFN also profoundly 
increased access to Chinese society and 
our impact on economic and political 
reform within that country. Withdraw
ing or conditioning MFN for China 
threatens all that we have accom
plished over the past two decades. I be
lieve we have accomplished something. 
I do not believe we would have had the 
outpouring for democracy that oc
curred in Tiananmen Square if we had 
continued to isolate China. It was, in
deed, an indication we were getting 
through to the hearts and minds of the 
Chinese people. 

The world is changing rapidly. A new 
world order is in the making. Almost 1 
out of 5 people living on this Earth now 
live in China. There is over 1 billion, 
some say 1.2 billion, 1.3 billion, others 
say 1.1 billion living in the country of 
China, all striving for something bet
ter. 

When Mao was Premier, he talked 
about the four modernizations and the. 
four musts. The four modernizations 
were in industry, agriculture, science, 
and technology, and national defense. 

The four musts were the Chinese 
equivalent of the American dream and 
the outer limit of materialist 
yearnings that Chinese could hope to 
aspire to own-a bicycle, a radio, a 
watch, and a sewing machine. 

In the era of Deng Xiaoping economic 
well-being progressed so that people 

now aspire to the three highs and the 
eight bigs. The three highs are what a 
man needs to get a good wife: A high 
salary, an advanced education, and a 
height of over 5 feet 6 inches. The eight 
bigs are a color television, a refrig
erator, a stereo, a camera, a motor
cycle, a room full of furniture, a wash
ing machine, and an electric fan. 

There is a tremendous potential mar
ket there that we should not abandon. 
If we end MFN for China, it is almost 
certain China will retaliate against 
American exports. The $5 billion in 
United States exports to China will al
most certainly go to American com
petitors in Japan, West Germany, and 
other Western nations. The Aus
tralians, Canadians, and Europeans are 
especially anxious to take American 
grain markets from the United States. 

Instead, we should grant MFN and 
continue our policy of engagement on 
specific issues. 

We should continue to reach out to 
the Chinese people. We should do what 
we can to stop the grim cycle of pro
test and repression in China. If we deny 
MFN we abandon the people of China 
and we really act against our own in
terests. 

In summary, let me suggest that it 
becomes ever more evident we ought to 
be voting with our heads and not our 
hearts. 

The conditions should be attached 
separately and achieved separately, not 
as a part of the granting or denying of 
MFN. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ROBB). The Chair recognizes the Sen
ator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. President, I rise for purposes of 
offering an amendment to improve the 
condition of Senate bill 1367. This con
dition would require China to reduce 
its economic trade with Cuba. 

Mr. President, there are many good 
reasons for voting for this bill. China 
has a miserable human rights record, 
which has been well documented during 
this debate. They continue to export 
arms to volatile regions of the world. 
And they cheat on their U.S. trade 
quotas. 

This bill appropriately addresses 
those concerns. What it does not ad
dress is the question of the blossoming 
relationship between the hardliners in 
Beijing and Fidel Castro, the last dic
tator in Latin America. 

At a time when many Senators op
pose granting MFN to the Soviet Union 
because of its continuing economic ties 
with Cuba, is it not appropriate that 
we should apply the same standard in 
regards to the China-Cuba relationship. 

Cuba is increasingly isolated. And 
yet China is one of the few countries in 
the world today that is forging closer 
economic, political, and cultural ties 
with the Castro government. 

Perhaps their shared view toward 
human rights have brought China and 
Cuba together. Cuba refused to con
demn China for the Tiananmen Square 
massacre and China refuses to support 
U.N. sanctioned efforts to investigate 
human rights violations in Cuba. 

Whatever the reason, these two 
hardline regimes are daily strengthen
ing their fraternal socialist ties, much 
to the regret, no doubt, of their own 
citizens. 

Trade between China and Cuba has 
grown dramatically over the past 3 
years. Bilateral trade in 1990 was $500 
million, a threefold increase over the 
$150 million worth of trade conducted 
in 1987. 

This year, even though China expects 
a record sugar harvest, the Chinese are 
expected to import some 800,000 tons 
from Cuba in barter trade while cut
ting purchases from other sources. 
China is the second largest purchaser 
of Cuban sugar behind the Soviet 
Union. By the end of 1988, China was 
Cuba's third largest supplier of 
consumer goods. 

In fact, China allows Cuba to run a 
trade surplus. In the first quarter of 
1989, Cuba sold China 67 percent more 
than what it purchased. And in May, 
China agreed to construct Cuba's first 
factory to make electric motors. 

Mr. President, this is a relationship 
that is strong and growing stronger. In
deed, officials of both countries say 
trade and economic cooperation will 
increase in the future. Castro claims 
Cuba has much to learn from China's 
experiences in building socialism. No 
doubt. Perhaps he can get some hints 
on how to handle dissidents-although 
I am not sure he has much to learn in 
this area. Nevertheless, China has in
vited Castro to visit; he may as soon as 
early November. 

Mr. President, Castro's economic ties 
with China are valuable. But he's bene
fiting even more by making it appear 
that Cuba is developing a special rela
tionship with China, thereby giving lie 
to claims of Cuban isolation. 

There should be no doubt about 
Cuba's isolation. Castro attended the 
Ibero-American summit in Mexico last 
week and got an earful. Portugal's so
cialist leader, Mario Soares, called Cas
tro "* * * a dinosaur; that is to say, a 
prehistoric animal on the path to ex
tinction.'' 

In perhaps the deepest dig of all, 
Spanish Prime Minister Felipe Gon
zalez, another socialist, called on Latin 
leaders to "* * * relegate guerrilla ad
ventures to the tales of the imagina
tive novelist that this continent has in 
such great supply." But perhaps Miami 
television reporter Bernadette Pardo 
said it best. A Cuban exile who left 
Cuba when she was 10 and now reports 
for the Miami Spanish language sta
tion WLTV channel 23, Pardo caught 
up to Castro long enough to ask why he 
did not allow a free press in Cuba. 
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It was a tough interview. She said 

later that, "It was very sad afterward 
to think that this one man had 
changed so many people's destinies. 
It's almost as if I wish I could have 
changed him, I could have made him 
realize how many lives he has 
wrecked." 

Mr. President, Castro continues to 
wreck a lot of lives. Now he is doing it 
with China's help. 

We continue to pressure the Soviets 
to cut their ties with Cuba. We should 
do the same with China. 

Mr. President, before I yield I would 
like to thank Damean Fernandez of 
Florida International University for 
his assistance and research on this 
issue. 

Mr. President, in summary, there has 
been a dramatic increase in trade be
tween Communist China and Com
munist Cuba, particularly in the period 
since the fall of the Berlin Wall. As the 
former primary political and economic 
allies of Fidel Castro, countries such as 
Czechoslovakia, and the Soviet Union 
itself, have receded, and have found 
Fidel Castro's policies, practices, and 
intransigence to be incompatible with 
the new spirit of openness and revolu
tion in central Europe and in the So
viet Union. 

Communist Cuba has looked else
where for allies. One of those allies has 
been found in Communist China. In the 
past 3 years there has been approxi
mately a two- to three-fold increase in 
trade between Communist China and 
Communist Cuba. The amendment 
which I will offer would provide that 
one of the factors in the determination 
as to whether to continue the United 
States most-favored-nation policy to
ward Communist China would be a 
demonstration of a reduction of assist
ance to Cuba, whether in the form of 
subsidized trade, management of trade 
balances, or in any other form. 

AMENDMENT NO. 803 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I sent 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM] 

proposes an amendment numbered 803. 
On page 7, between lines 16 and 17 insert 

the following: ( ) in reducing assistance to 
Cuba whether in the form of subsidized 
trade, management of trade balances or in 
any other form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the amendment proposed by 
Senator GRAHAM. I also have some re
marks about it and the entire issue of 
most-favored-nation status with China. 

Mr. President, I think the amend
ment of Senator GRAHAM is entirely ap
propriate, since clearly continued as
sistance to the most and last truly re-

pressive government of our hemisphere 
is something which is not in the inter
est of China nor in the interest of 
peace. 

Mr. President, I know of no Member 
of Congress, indeed, I know of no Amer
ican, who is satisfied with the policies 
and practices of the Chinese leadership. 

In an era when totalitarianism is ap
proaching extinction, the aging tyrants 
who rule China persist in ignoring 
what are now the most obvious lessons 
of history: That the will to freedom is 
eternal in all societies, that democra
tization is essential to the progress of 
all humanity, that free markets re
quire the participation of free peoples 
to function effectively. 

At a time when the rights of man 
have gained ascendancy over the pre
rogatives of the state in one oppressed 
nation after another, China tragically 
remains a bulwark for those regimes 
which still dread the advance of human 
liberty. 

When China's children bravely pro
claim their human rights, China's rul
ers see only a rival claim against their 
own power and privilege. They respond 
to the just demands of their people 
with injustice. They greet the advance 
of democracy with a retreat from polit
ical reform. To paraphrase Churchill, 
China's leaders thought they had a 
choice between tyranny and disorder. 
They chose tyranny now, they will get 
disorder later. 

Mr. President, our dissatisfaction 
with China's Government is not lim
ited to its oppression of Chinese. Like 
all my colleagues, I have been gravely 
concerned by Beijing's role in the most 
dangerous and destabilizing problem of 
the post-cold-war world-the prolifera
tion of weapons of mass destruction 
and the means to deliver them. 

I have been appalled by Chinese ma
terial support for some of the most vio
lently tyrannical regimes on Earth. 
The most egregious example of this, of 
course, is China's support for Cam
bodia's genocidal Khmer Rouge. 

As an advocate of free trade, I am 
greatly disturbed by China's record of 
unfair trade practices. It is not the 
quality of American goods or the supe
rior performance of our competitors 
that has caused the United States to 
run a trade deficit with China exceed
ing $10 billion. It is the theft of our in
tellectual property, the protection of 
Chinese markets, the fraud and decep
tion of Chinese textile exporters, and 
other practices that is at fault. 

For all these reasons and more, the 
American people rightly expect their 
Government to act forcefully and effec
tively to convince the Chinese of the 
error of their ways. And I understand 
my colleagues' desire to express their 
dissatisfaction with China's policies 
and to seek some way to effect changes 
in Chinese behavior. We are all deter
mined to impress the Chinese with the 
depth of our aversion to their policies. 

The vehicle at hand, of course, is the 
extension of most-favored-nation sta
tus. And I appreciate that many Sen
ators may view the conditioning of 
MFN as a dramatic way to express our 
aversion. Such action would be a dra
matic gesture indeed, Mr. President, 
but I fear that it would not serve as the 
best means to the ends we all desire: 
China's respect for human rights, for 
political reform, for international 
norms of behavior, for fair trade, and 
for the decent opinions of mankind. 

Mr. President, I will not support the 
denial of China's MFN status. I did not 
arrive at this position easily. I made 
this decision after carefully anticipat
ing the consequences of denying MFN, 
and after examining the other means 
at our disposal to influence China's 
behavior. I joined with Senator BAucus 
and other Senators in requesting the 
administration to identify its policies 
for affecting changes in Chinese poli
cies. I have reviewed the administra
tion's response to our request and am 
heartened by their commitment to 
achieving our shared goals. I have met 
with Chinese dissidents and found that 
while many support denying MFN, 
many others oppose it. 

The undesired consequences of deny
ing MFN include the closing of Chinese 
markets to American exporters, mar
kets that accounted for $5 billion in 
American exports last year. American 
farmers, commercial aircraft manufac
turers, and fertilizer manufacturers 
would suffer the most, but they would 
not be the only Americans to lose vi
tally important markets. 

American retailers that depend on 
Chinese imports would also be griev
ously injured by the denial of MFN sta
tus. Many toy and footwear retailers 
could be rendered insolvent by such a 
decision. 

Hong Kong, through which 70 per
cent of Chinese imports to the United 
States are shipped, would be enor
mously affected by revocation of MFN 
status. Indeed, Hong Kong's incorpora
tion into China was negotiated by the 
United Kingdom and China with assur
ances that Hong Kong's unique rela
tionship with the free world and its 
interdependence with Western econo
mies would not be adversely affected. 
China's isolation from the United 
States would certainly jeopardize Hong 
Kong's future relations with the West. 

Closing United States markets to 
Chinese goods would likely cause China 
to rely on other markets to secure hard 
currency. Unfortunately for United 
States security interests and world sta
bility, one likely source of hard cur
rency for the Chinese would be the 
international arms market. 

There are a great many other likely 
consequences that argue against revok
ing MFN. But none of these con
sequences would have persuaded me to 
decline denying MFN, if I thought 
there was no other course for the Unit-
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ed States to use in influencing Chinese 
behavior. There are other means, Mr. 
President. The administration has 
availed itself of many of them already. 
And President Bush has identified sev
eral other actions in his response to 
Senator BAucus' letter that has satis
fied me that United States policy to
ward China is intended to strongly rep
resent American interests and values. 

Extending MFN status to China does 
not forfeit the use of economic and 
other sanctions against China. While 
other Western countries have pursued 
normal economic relations with China, 
the administration maintains in effect 
a number of severe economic sanctions 
until China makes substantial progress 
toward terminating its human rights 
abuses. For instance, the United States 
continues to oppose multilateral devel
opment loans for China that do not 
serve basic human needs. 

With regard to proliferation, perhaps 
the most irresponsible of all Chinese 
policies, the President has taken 
strong actions to persuade China to 
abide by responsible norms of inter
national behavior. The President has 
denied licenses to export satellite com
ponents to China, approved sanctions 
against two Chinese companies because 
of their involvement in missile equip
ment transfers, and directed that no 
new exports of high-speed computers or 
satellites to China be permitted until 
the United States is satisfied that 
Beijing observes international non
proliferation standards. 

China's abhorrent use of slave labor 
to manufacture goods for export has 
also been the target of administration 
pressure. The administration has al
ready obtained China's commitment 
not to export such products to the 
United States. As he indicated in his 
response to the Baucus letter, the 
President is not relying on Beijing's 
word alone that it will refrain from 
this despicable practice. He has in
structed the Customs Service to inves
tigate reports of slave labor exports 
and to deny entry to any Chinese prod
ucts which are reasonably suspected of 
being produced by prison labor. 

I am also encouraged by the adminis
tration's detailed response to China's 
unfair trade practices, as outlined to 
the signers of the Baucus letter. The 
President directed that China be inves
tigated under the Special 301 provisions 
of the Trade Act for its failure to pro
tect United States intellectual prop
erty rights, and he has promised to im
pose trade sanctions in the absence of 
China's correction of this failure. 
Moreover, the President has indicated 
his firm intention to use the prospect 
of 301 to compel China's cooperation in 
improving market access to American 
exports, and to curtail China's illegal 
textile exports to the United States 
through third countries. 

The President has also informed us 
that he intends to work actively to 

promote Taiwan's accession to the 
GATT. I have long supported such a po
sition, having twice cosponsored legis
lation introduced by Senator ROTH on 
the subject, and I applaud the adminis
tration's commitment to this goal. 
United States support for Taiwan's 
entry into the GATT may be premised 
on our appreciation for Taiwan's im
portant contribution to the global 
trading system. However, I feel it is 
also an appropriate vehicle to register 
our disapproval with Chinese policies. 
And I am certain that signal will be 
understood by China's rulers. 

Mr. President, China's responses to 
the United States' numerous concerns 
with the many repugnant features of 
its foreign and domestic policies have 
not been satisfactory. At times, China 
has seemed defiant, unwilling to re
spect international opinion, and seem
ingly oblivious to the march of history. 
However, this is not to say that there 
has been no evidence of Chinese co
operation in resolving some of the is
sues that concern us. 

For example, China has now publicly 
promised to refrain from further sup
port of the Khmer Rouge. This is long 
overdue, and the United States should 
carefully monitor China's compliance 
with this commitment and be prepared 
to take immediate and strong actions 
if China violates this pledge. 

Also, China has lately evidenced a 
slightly better appreciation for United 
States views on nonproliferation. 
China played a constructive role in the 
recent Middle East arms control talks 
in Paris by endorsing the key provi
sions of the President's initiative, and 
has promised further cooperation in 
this endeavor. 

Again, the United States should take 
the full measure of China's seriousness 
on this issue before believing these in
dications of their conversion to the 
principles of nonproliferation. Chinese 
sincerity will be more easily believed if 
they join the missile technology con
trol regime and refrain from exporting 
M-9 and M-11 missiles. Until then, the 
United States must be prepared to re
spond forcefully to any further attempt 
by China to aggravate this already ter
rifying international dilemma. 

On all the other issues, especially the 
flagrant abuse of human rights in 
China, there is yet little reason for op
timism. The American people and their 
elected Representatives are right to ex
pect United States policy to compel, by 
whatever means necessary, Beijing's 
belated respect for the values upon 
which this Nation was founded. The de
fense and promotion of those values, 
our impassioned advocacy of freedom, 
has been the principal pillar of our for
eign policy for 215 years. We will not 
exempt China from our advocacy. I am 
certain that Senators supporting this 
bill are guided by that principle. 

But the President has made a com
pelling argument for other approaches 

to achieve our shared objectives. He 
has on numerous occasions proven his 
competency as the steward of Amer
ican foreign policy to the widespread 
satisfaction of the American people. I 
will not deny him his leadership of the 
policy. 

Surely, Senators will not suggest 
that the President's commitment to 
freedom in China is any less firm than 
our own. Nor, given his many foreign 
policy successes, can we doubt his abil
ity to effectively protect American se
curity interests abroad. I intend to 
support the President and vote against 
S. 1367, and I urge my colleagues to do 
likewise. By so doing, I am confident 
that I join the President in the best de
fense of American values and interests, 
and in hastening the day when history 
will catch up to the rulers of China. 

I support the amendment of my 
friend from Florida. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BENTSEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, for the 

majority side, I have examined the 
amendment of the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida, and I think it 
strengthens the legislation. I have no 
objections to it. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
have looked at the amendment, also. I 
do not like the bill as we have it before 
us. I find it getting progressively 
worse. Although this amendment wors
ens it a bit more, I support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
additional debate? 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Flor
ida. 

The amendment (No. 803) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 804 

(Purpose: To add as a condition for granting 
most-favored-nation status to China Presi
dential certification that the Chinese gov
ernment does not support a program of co
ercive abortion or sterilization) 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKUL

SKI], for herself, and Mr. WIRTH, proposes an 
amendment numbered 804. 

On page 7, between lines 19 and 20 add the 
following: 

(7) does not support or administer any pro
gram of coercive abortion or involuntary 
sterilization. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, let 
me explain to my colleagues what this 
amendment does. It simply adds an
other condition which must be met be
fore the most-favored-nation status 
could be granted to China. The condi
tion is this: The President must certify 
that the Government of the People's 
Republic of China does not support or 
administer any kind of program of co-
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erced abortion or involuntary steriliza
tion. 

This provision is in the House bill 
which was advocated by my colleague, 
Congresswoman PELOSI, and passed the 
House 313 to 112. 

Why is this amendment necessary? 
Well, it is a human rights amendment. 
China has taken very stern measures 
to control its population, which is 1.14 
billion. There are horrible reports of 
Chinese officials forcing women to 
have abortions, or to be sterilized 
against their will. If this is true, these 
crimes against women are repugnant 
and chilling-the worst sort of human 
rights abuse. They should be listed in 
this bill, along with other human 
rights conditions related to political 
prisoners, fundamental rights in China 
and Tibet, and others. 

Mr. President, this is an issue with 
which I am quite familiar. In recent 
years, I have proposed, and the House 
and Senate have passed, amendments 
related to the U.N. Population Fund 
[UNFPA]. We are not participating in 
the UNFP A because this administra
tion claims that because UNFP A main
tains an office in China, it is therefore 
participating in the management of a 
program of forced abortion and steri
lization. Since the Bush administration 
cites forced abortion and sterilizations 
in China as the reason we do not par
ticipate in the U .N. Population Fund, I 
thought we would apply the same 
standard to China's most-favored-na
tion status. 

There are those who might say that 
there is a double standard in our policy 
to China, and that we have one stand
ard when it relates to family planning, 
and another standard when it relates to 
trade; that we have one standard when 
it relates to women and another stand
ard when it relates to profits. 

Is China guilty of these crimes? Well, 
Mr. President, I do not know. That is 
why we will look to see if the President 
will certify that. The State Depart
ment's country reports on human 
rights says that the physical compul
sion to support abortion and steriliza
tion is not authorized, but there is evi
dence that this occurs as officials 
strive to meet population targets in 
local areas. 

So it seems as if local officials rather 
than the central government are doing 
that. I do not have the wherewithal to 
verify that. But I want to be clear 
about congressional intent; that it is 
our intent that the certification apply 
only to physical coercion-not the sys
tem of incentives and punishment-and 
that this certification apply only to 
the policy of the central government. 

So, Mr. President, we want to make 
sure that we have a consistent policy 
and, if the President wants to give 
trade benefits to governments, that 
they also have the same opportunity to 
participate in international family 
planning efforts. 

Mr. President, I could elaborate on 
this amendment, but I think that es
sentially is the summary of it. So to 
recap, the Mikulski-Wirth amendment 
simply adds another human rights con
dition for most-favored-nation status: 
That the President must certify that 
the Government of China does not sup
port or administer any program of co
ercive abortion or involuntary steri
lization. 

I hope the Senate adopts my amend
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Col
orado [Mr. WIRTH]. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I am de
lighted to join with my old friend and 
colleague, Senator MIKULSKI, in spon
soring this amendment. This issue is 
not new to Members of the U.S. Senate. 
We dealt with this issue related to sup
port for the U.N. Population Fund year 
after year after year. We run right into 
a brick wall every year because the ad
ministration comes back and says we 
are not going to support the United Na
tions because the United Nations fund 
coercive abortion programs in China. 
You end up with an enormous amount 
of frustration saying all the evidence 
we have, including that from the ad
ministration's own experts, says that 
is not the case, and yet they come back 
and make the statement and we lose 
the support every year. 

But this is a "you cannot have your 
cake and eat it, too" amendment. We 
are saying to the administration, "If 
you want to grant most-favored-nation 
status to China, that is fine, but come 
back and certify that China is not of
fering coercive abortion programs. 

The administration has to make up 
their mind. Which way do they want to 
go on this? It seems to me a perfectly 
logical situation for us to be in. 

All of us are, or should be, concerned 
about the rapid pace of population 
growth around the world-particularly 
in the largest countries such as China. 
At a current growth rate of 1.8 percent, 
world population will grow from to
day's 5.3 billion to more than 6 billion 
by the turn of the century. Put another 
way, 274 human beings are added to 
global population every minute of 
every hour of every day-400,000 people 
per day. The best demographic evi
dence suggests that the global popu
lation will double and could triple in 
the latter half of the 21st century. 

The implications of this growth
global environmental decline, pressure 
on political, economic, and social sta
bility, and increased international con
flict over scarce resources-are nothing 
but staggering. These trends are not 
perceptible at any given moment-but 
they are devastatingly clear over time. 
Indeed, I often wonder if we can com
prehend what it means for the popu
lation to double. One only has to think 
about the problems we are having man-

aging resources and the environment in 
a world of 5.3 billion to understand the 
magnitude of the challenge our chil
dren will face in managing 11, 12, or 
even 15 billion people. 

Think of what is going on in the Mid
dle East. We have all been focused on 
the Middle East where now population 
is growing more rapidly. The cadre of 
childbearing age population is larger 
than it has ever been. You have a large 
disillusioned unemployed, uneducated 
group of people. Their explosive politi
cal problem and economic problem, 
much less the demand on natural re
sources, is enormous with our current 
population and yet we are sort of whis
tling past the graveyard as we do not 
support the U.N. Population Fund. 

Fortunately, the U .N. Population 
Fund was established to take on this 
issue. UNFP A is the premier inter
national family planning effort. It con
ducts programs in about 140 nations, 
concentrating on the 90 countries 
whose population will double in the 
next 30 years. This organization pro
vides one-third of all international 
funding for family planning programs. 
Unfortunately, the rising demand for 
the family planning services offered by 
UNFP A exceed its resources. 

Regrettably, Mr. President, the Unit
ed States-which pushed for the found
ing of the U.N. Population Fund-has 
not provided funding to UNFP A for 6 
years. UNFP A is being caught in the 
contradictions of this administration's 

. policy toward China. 
As I mentioned earlier, on the one 

hand, the administration wants to pro
vide MFN benefits to China. On the 
other hand, they have defunded the 
UNFP A because the administration 
claims it helps manage a concerted 
government program of forced abortion 
in China. 

Does the Chinese Government man
age a program of forced abortion and 
involuntary sterilization? I simply do 
not know. As the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland says, we do not know. If 
they do, Mr. President, it is such an 
egregious violation of human rights 
that I could not support extending 
MFN benefits to China. No responsible 
person would support a program of co
ercive family planning. 

For too long, however, Congress has 
debated whether to provide funding to 
the U.N. program. Every year, an 
amendment is offered to the foreign op
erations appropriations bill to restore 
the U.S. contribution to UNFPA. And 
every year, the President vetoes or 
threatens to veto the legislation. Those 
who wish to restore funding to UNFPA 
have argued that even if China has a 
program of coercive abortion, UNFPA 
does not participate in the manage
ment of China's population program. 
Out of Sl billion in expenditures on 
family planning the United Nations 
provides only 1 percent, or $11 million, 
in funding. There are more than 200,000 
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individuals participating in family 
planning in China-UNFPA has four 
staff members in China. How can this 
organization-which represents only a 
small fraction of the overall effort in 
China-be helping to manage the pro
gram? It is nonsense. 

UNFPA says it does not provide abor
tions or abortion services. UNFP A has 
made repeated pledges that it would 
prevent any United States funds from 
being used in China for this purpose. 
UNFPA has agreed to segregate and ac
count for all U.S. funds. And yet the 
administration persists in withholding 
funds for population program help in 
China. Ironically, the programs offered 
by UNFP A are exactly the type of fam
ily planning programs that help reduce 
the need for abortion. 

If we support the United Nations and 
do a little bit of prevention, we would 
not have this problem, but the admin
istration does not even see that far. 

Properly structured and aggressive 
family planning helps prevent un
wanted pregnancies and the need for 
painful decisions about abortion. 

It is time for the administration to 
make some choices. If the administra
tion wants to continue MFN status for 
China, it needs to reconcile the issue of 
coercive family planning. If China has 
a program of coercive abortion, it 
should be held accountable-not a third 
party that has only four people in the 
country and provides about 1 percent of 
the funds for the over program. 

If China does not have a coercive pro
gram and is thus worthy of MFN sta
tus, we should also begin immediately 
refunding the world's premier inter
national family planning program. 

Quite frankly, Mr. President, I am 
tired of fighting with a small group of 
ideologues in the White House about 
the UNFPA issue. We should be funding 
this organization now. UNFP A is di
rected by an outstanding and dedicated 
advocate of responsible family plan
ning, Dr. Nafis Sadik. This organiza
tion does not support, provide, or pro
mote abortions services in China. It is 
the one organization that is able to 
reach all of the most rapidly growing 
countries in the world. It is time that 
we refund UNFP A, and it is time that 
we fund these major international pop
ulation efforts. 

The amendment we are offering will 
force the President to decide once and 
for all what the situation is in China. 
And again, if the President decides 
that the Chinese population program is 
coercive in nature, we should not be ex
tending MFN status to China. It is far 
past time to settle this debate and de
vote our full attention to the issue of 
population growth and global environ
mental decline. I hope that this amend
ment will help move us in that direc
tion and I urge all of my colleagues to 
support the Mikulski-Wirth amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD a piece on 
the U.N. Population Fund. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FACTS ABOUT THE UNITED NATIONS 
POPULATION FUND [UNFPA) 

APRIL 1991. 
WHAT IS THE UNITED NATIONS POPULATION 

FUND? 

UNFPA is the largest multilateral provider 
of population and family planning assistance 
to the developing countries. The Fund was 
established in 1969 with strong encourage
ment from the United States. UNFPA is to
tally funded by voluntary contributions. 

WHAT IS THE SCOPE OF UNFPA OPERATIONS? 

In 1990, UNFP A provided support to 138 
countries: 43 in Sub-Saharan Africa, 37 in 
Latin America and the Caribbean, 34 in Asia 
and the Pacific, 16 in the Arab States of 
North Africa and the Middle East, and eight 
in Europe, including six in Eastern Europe. 
Approximately one-third of all population 
aid to developing countries goes through 
UNFP A. Since 1969, the Fund has provided a 
total of $2.2 billion in population assistance 
to virtually all developing countries. The 
largest share goes to the most populous re
gion, Asia, although Africa is receiving a 
growing proportion of UNFP A allocations. 
UNFPA assistance to all regions has contin
ued to increase. The demand for population 
and family planning assistance from develop
ing countries is increasing rapidly and far 
exceeds the available of UNFPA funds. 

WHAT IS THE UNFP A POLICY ON ABORTION? 

UNFP A does not provide support, nor has 
it ever provided support, for abortions or 
abortion-related activities anywhere in the 
world. This is in line with the recommenda
tion of the 1984 International Population 
Conference in Mexico, which was affirmed by 
the UNFP A Governing Council in 1985. The 
Council's decision states that it is "the pol
icy of the Fund . . . not to provide assistance 
for abortions, abortion service, or abortion
related equipment and supplies as a method 
for family planning." Neither does the Fund 
promote or provide support for involuntary 
sterilization or any coercive practices. 

DO UNFPA-SUPPORTED PROJECTS HAVE ANY 
IMPACT ON ABORTION RATES? 

As the provision of maternal and child 
health and voluntary family planning serv
ices and information is unquestionably the 
most effective means of preventing abor
tions, and as the greater part of UNFPA's as
sistance goes for projects in these areas, 
UNFP A should be in fact be recognized as a 
signficant factor in reducing the number of 
abortions in developing countries around the 
world. 
WHAT IS THE UNFPA STAND ON HUMAN RIGHTS? 

All UNFPA funds are utilized in line with 
the human rights language that is included 
in all UNFPA country program documents. 
This language requires that all UNFPA-fund
ed projects must be undertaken "in accord
ance with the principles and objectives of the 
World Population of Action: that is, that 
population policies should be consistent with 
internationally and nationally recognized 
human rights of individual freedom, justice, 
and the survival of national, regional and 
minority groups; that respect for human life 
is basic to all human societies; and that all 
couples and individuals have the basic right 
to decide freely and responsibly the number 
and spacing of their children and to have the 
information, education and means to do so." 

WHO CONTRIBUTES TO UNFP A? 

The Fund's major donors are: Japan, th*' 
Federal Republic of Germany, the Nether
lands, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Denmark, 
Canada, the United Kingdom, Switzerland, 
and Italy. In 1990 there were 106 donors, most 
of them developing countries who wish to 
demonstrate their confidence in and support 
to the Fund. Contributions to UNFPA are 
voluntary, and are not part of the regular 
United Nations budget. UNFPA's income 
(provisional) in 1990 totalled $212.4 million, 
an increase of 13.9 per cent compared to 1989. 
From UNFPA's inception until 1985, the larg
est donor was the United States Govern
ment. However, the US has not contributed 
to the li'und since 1985. 

WHAT ARE UNFPA'S SPECIFIC AREAS OF 
ASSISTANCE? 

Nearly half of UNFPA assistance goes to
wards maternal and child health care and 
family planning. Another 18 per cent goes for 
related information, education and commu
nication. The Fund also provides support for 
population data collection and analysis, re
search on demographic and socio-economic 
relationships, policy formulation and evalua
tion, the status of women, and population 
and environment. 
ON WHAT BASIS DOES UNFPA PROVIDE POPU

LATION AND FAMILY PLANNING ASSISTANCE? 

UNFP A uses a set of criteria to determine 
which developing countries are most in need 
of population assistance. The criteria are 
based on: national income, family size, popu
lation growth, infant mortality, rural popu
lation density, and literacy among women. 
There are 56 priority countries, and 31 of 
them are in Africa. More than 70 per cent of 
UNFPA assistance has gone to priority coun
tries in recent years. The target is to reach 
80 per cent by 1983. 

DOES UNFPA PROVIDE ASSISTANCE TO NON
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS? 

Over 10 per cent of UNFPA assistance goes 
to non-governmental organizations. UNFPA 
was among the first of the UN agencies to 
support national and international NGOs and 
to recognize the advantages of the NGOs spe
cial expertise, innovative approaches and 
grass-roots experience. 
DOES UNFPA MONITOR THE PROJECTS IT FUNDS? 

A strict account system, periodic audits, 
and monitoring and evaluation reports en
sure that UNFPA funds are used only for the 
activities stated in project documents. 
UNFPA is held accountable to its Governing 
Council for every penny it receives in con
tributions, and for every penny it distributes 
in assistance. 

TO WHOM DOES UNFP A REPORT? WHO GIVES IT 
DIRECTIONS? 

UNFPA is a subsidiary organ of the United 
Nations General Assembly. UNFPA also re
ports to the Governing Council of the United 
Nations Development Program which is its 
immediate governing body, and receives 
over-all policy guidance from the United Na
tions Economic and Social Council. The 
United States is a member of the General As
sembly, the Governing Council of UNDP, and 
the Economic and Social Council. 

WHAT IS THE UNFPA MANDATE? 

UNFPA's mandate, established in 1973 by 
the Economic and Social Council of the Unit
ed Nations, is to: (1) build the capacity to re
spond to needs in population and family 
planning; (2) promote awareness of popu
lation problems in both industrialized and 
developing countries and possible strategies 
to deal with these problems; (3) assist devel-
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oping countries at their request, in dealing 
with their population problems in the forms 
and means best suited to the individual 
country's needs; (4) assume a leading role in 
the United Nations system in promoting pop
ulation programs, and to co-ordinate 
projects supported by the Fund. 

FACTS ON UNFPA AND CHINA 

DOES UNFPA PARTICIPATE IN THE MANAGEMENT 
OF THE CHINESE GOVERNMENT'S POPULATION 
PROGRAM? 

UNFPA does not participate in the man
agement of the China program. Assistance 
from UNFPA amounts to less that 1.1 per 
cent of the total cost of the China national 
program (estimated at about Sl billion), and 
UNFPA has control only over UNFPA funds 
which are used for specific and stipulated 
purposes. As decided by the UNFPA Govern
ing Council, UNFPA assistance for the pe
riod 1990-1994 can be used only for the follow
ing: (1) to provide better quality and more 
reliable contraceptives; (2) to extend mater
nal and child health care and family plan
ning services to the 300 poorest counties 
where infant mortality rates are highest; (3) 
to develop special income-generating and 
community development projects to improve 
the lives and status of women; (4) to 
strengthen information, education and com
munications activities, particularly at the 
grass-roots level and among young people; (5) 
to improve contraceptive and demographic 
research; and (6) to improve the status of 
certain groups in the society, such as the 
young and aged, women, and ethnic minori
ties. 

HOW ARE UNFPA-FUNDED PROJECTS IN CHINA 
ADMINISTERED 

Nearly all UNFP A assistance to China is 
administered ("executed," in UNFPA termi
nology) by other United Nations organiza
tions and by international non-governmental 
organizations, which also provide technical 
assistance in their specific fields of exper
tise. Of the approximately $16 million that 
has to date been allocated to projects in 
China for the period 1990-1994, ninety-nine 
per cent goes to the executing agencies, and 
one per cent to the Government of China. 
Among the executing agencies are the World 
Health Organization (WHO), the United Na
tions Children's Fund (UNICEF), the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (F AO), the United Nations Depart
ment of Technical Co-operation and Develop
ment (DTCD), and international non-govern
mental organizations. 

WHAT ARE SOME EFFECTS OF THE UNFPA 
ASSISTANCE TO CHINA? 

UNFPA-assisted projects have helped to 
prevent large numbers of unwanted preg
nancies in China by making available safe 
and more effective contraceptives to replace 
less effective ones which had high failure 
rates. Three million improved IUDs are pro
duced annually with UNFPA funding. The 
use of these three million IUDs would result 
in 324,000 fewer unwanted pregnancies. Fewer 
unwanted pregnancies result in fewer abor
tions. Another effect of UNFP A assistance 
has been the reduction of infant and mater
nal mortality rates. In UNFPA-assisted pilot 
areas, infant mortality rates have been re
duced to between 12 and 20 infant deaths per 
thousand births, as against the national av
erage of 32 infant deaths per 1,000 births for 
the period 1980-1985. 

DOES UNFPA SUPPORT COERCIVE ACTIVITIES IN 
CHINA? 

UNFP A does not provide support for coer
cive activities in China or anywhere in the 

world. UNFPA funds are used only for spe
cific purposes described in detail in com
prehensive project documents, which are pre
pared according to UNFP A guidelines, which 
provide lists of the activities that can be 
funded by UNFPA. 

DOES UNFPA PROVIDE ASSISTANCE FOR 
ABORTIONS IN CHINA? 

UNFP A does not provide support for abor
tions or abortion-related activites in China 
or anywhere in the world. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? · 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN]. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, if 
there is no further debate or no Sen
ator seeking recognition, the manager 
for the majority of this legislation has 
looked at the amendment and has no 
objection to it. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, as I 
made clear, I do not like adding 
amendments unrelated to emigration. 
But if we are going to add amend
ments, this is the most meritorious of 
the ones we have had so far, and the 
most meritorious of the ones we have 
heard about. To that extent, on the 
substance, I find it acceptable. I just 
wish we were not having any of these 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
additional debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Maryland. 

The amendment (No. 804) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, a motion to lay that motion 
on the table is agreed to. 

Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum has been suggested, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Will the distin
guished Senator yield for a unanimous 
consent request? 

Mr. ROTH. I will be happy to yield to 
the chairman. 

Mr. BENTSEN. As manager of the 
bill, I have discussed with the majority 
leader and, in turn, with the Repub
lican leader, a unanimous-consent re
quest that the time between now and 
12:30 p.m. be limited to debate with no 
amendments at that time, anticipating 
a recess being called for the caucus of 
both parties. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request for unanimous 
consent? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong opposition to S. 1367. What we 

are really considering here is the even
tual elimination of most-favored-na
tion treatment for China under the 
ruse of conditions. These conditions 
cannot and will not be met and no one 
should fool themselves over what is at 
stake in this debate. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to ask themselves two questions before 
deciding whether to support the meas
ure now before us. The first is will it 
achieve the goals sought by its pro
ponents? The second is how much im
portance does this body place on bol
stering U.S. exports and competitive
ness? 

The answer to the first question is a 
resounding no. Not only will S. 1367 not 
bring about the desired objectives in 
human rights, trade, and weapons pro
liferation, it will lead China further in 
the opposition direction to the severe 
detriment of the people of China. 

It will also inflict irreparable harm 
on China's neighboring countries and 
gravely affect our overall bilateral re
lationship with China. 

I find it ironic that the very people 
we seek to help will be hurt the most if 
this legislation is enacted-those who 
are the most proreform oriented and 
off er the best hope for economic and 
political liberalization in China. Above 
all, they are represented by the Chi
nese people in the southern coastal 
provinces of China, such as the 60 mil
lion residing in Guangdong Province, 
the ancestral homeland of the vast ma
jority of Chinese-Americans. 

It has been precisely through the 
contact brought about by increased 
trade with the United States that has 
allowed provinces such as Guangdong 
to develop along market economy lines 
and, as a result, to improve the eco
nomic lot of the Chinese people. These 
changes, in turn, have been central to 
nurturing strong proreform political 
roots. 

It is notable that the Central Govern
ment's reaction to the protests at 
Tiananmen Square was not duplicated 
by the local officials in Guangdong
according to testimony before the Fi
nance Committee, the demonstrations 
that occurred in Guangdong were rel
atively peaceful and without violent 
incident. 

Economic liberalization and im
proved economic conditions leading the 
way for political reform is nothing 
new-Taiwan and South Korea are tell
ing models in that regard. Revoking 
MFN for China would present major 
roadblocks to this promising reform 
path and attempt to lead China down a 
different, much less-promising path. As 
seen from the examples of the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, political re
form driving economic reform is much 
more difficult than economic reform 
driving political reform. 

From a U.S. policy standpoint, en
couraging trade as an economic lever 
for political liberalization certainly 
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seems preferable to discouraging trade 
and being called upon years later to 
provide massive aid as a lever for eco
nomic liberalization. 

But the proponents of S. 1367 seem to 
feel the opposite. They would like to 
penalize those who have moved in a 
progressive direction and have de
pended, in large part, on MFN to do it. 

This is underscored by reliable esti
mations that up to half the total dam
age to China from revoking MFN would 
be suffered by Guangdong Province. 

The proponents of S. 1367 also fail to 
factor Hong Kong and Taiwan into the 
equation. These two vital areas are in
creasingly integrated into the Chinese 
economy and have played a direct role 
in China's reform process. Hong Kong's 
fate, above all, is tied to China. 

As it approaches the 1997 date for re
turning to full Chinese sovereignty, the 
United States should build stability 
and confidence among the people of 
Hong Kong, not the fear and economic 
disruption that would be caused by 
eliminating China's MFN status. In 
preserving MFN, the bastion of free
dom and free enterprise in Hong Kong 
will be strengthened and will continue 
to serve as a dynamic model for all of 
China. 

Chinese dissidents and the people of 
Hong Kong strongly support continu
ing MFN. They recognize its critical 
importance in paving the way for the 
proreform future of China and the set
back to this future if MFN is revoked. 
I have a June 4 editorial here, which I 
ask unanimous consent be printed in 
the RECORD, written by one of the last 
four hunger strikers on Tiananmen 
Square. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, June 4, 1991) 
FAVORED TRADE WITH CHINA? YES. USE IT AS 

LEVERAGE 

(By Gao Xin) 
As one of the last hunger strikers on 

Tiananmen Square in 1989, I can understand 
the anger that many Americans feel toward 
China's hard-line rulers. I share that anger, 
but not the conclusion that the United 
States should cut off China's most favored 
nation trading status. 

Canceling MFN would help the hard-liners 
in what they have been unable to achieve on 
their own-a reassertion of control over the 
non-state and more progressive sectors of 
China's society and economy. 

In the two years since the Beijing mas
sacre, the central authorities have been un
able to regain control over reformist strong
holds such as Guangdong province on China's 
southern coast. Chen Yuan, deputy director 
of the People's Bank of China and son of con
servative leader Chen Yun, has publicly ad
mitted this. If MFN is withdrawn, it will be 
areas such as these that will be most ad
versely affected. 

It is clear that pressure from the outside 
world since June 4, 1989, has forced the Chi
nese government to soften its repressive tac
tics and ease up on its attempts to strangle 
certain economic reforms. Despite their 
hard-line rhetoric, the Beijing leaders have 

made compromises. They granted permission 
to astrophysicist Fang Lizhi and his wife to 
leave the country and have released a num
ber of political prisoners, including "black 
hand" activists such as Liu Xiaobo. This is 
perhaps the first time in history that the 
Chinese Communist Party has responded to 
such pressures. 

Had MFN been revoked last year, it seems 
to me inconceivable that any of this would 
have occurred. These concessions were due in 
no small part to pressure from the United 
States over the past two years. 

Now China has reached a stalemate. The 
market economy has not yet developed to 
the point where the reformists can win over 
the conservatives. But if MFN is restored, it 
will boost the developing market economy in 
those areas of the country that are most 
open to the West. On the other hand, a with
drawal of MFN would give credibility to the 
hard-line propagandists who proclaim that 
only socialism and self-reliance can save 
China. 

He Xin, de facto mouthpiece for the con
servatives in the government since the 
crackdown, has virtually admitted that the 
hard-liners do not want to see any improve
ment in Sino-American relations. He has 
written that relations have been character
ized by misperceptions on both sides. The 
Americans mistakenly assumed that China 
was turning capitalist, and the Chinese were 
fooled into thinking that the Americans 
wanted to help China modernize. From the 
point of view of some conservatives, MFN is 
part of an American plot to convert China to 
capitalism. 

Of course, U.S. policy makers must address 
a number of tough issues. The selling of Chi
nese nuclear and missile technology cannot 
be condoned, and pressure should be brought 
not only on the Chinese foreign ministry but 
also on key military officers to limit such 
sales and bring China into international dis
cussions to control nuclear and missile pro
liferation. 

While the trade deficit with China is a 
growing problem, the Chinese have re
sponded to this issue with a willingness to 
compromise and recently sent a high-level 
purchasing delegation to the United States. 

The Chinese are also likely to compromise 
on the issue of prison laborers producing 
goods for export. From my own prison expe
rience, I know that items produced in many 
prison factories are of such inferior quality 
that they are noncompetitive, even in the 
Chinese domestic market. The Chinese lead
ership will not risk losing MFN over prod
ucts that represent only a small part of the 
country's exports. 

Since the June 1989 massacre, Chinese in
tellectuals have placed great trust in the 
United States and appreciate the pressures 
placed on the Chinese government. The Chi
nese people on the whole probably feel more 
friendly toward Americans than at any time 
since the founding of the People's Republic 
more than four decades ago. 

During my six months in prison, a sympa
thetic Chinese police guard assured me that 
the Chinese government would have to soft
en its treatment of prisoners because of the 
worldwide pressures on China. When I heard 
this I was deeply moved. If not for such help 
from America and other democratic coun
tries, I don't think that I, and hundreds like 
me, would have been released so quickly. 
And certainly without this outside pressure, 
I would not have been allowed to accept an 
invitation from Harvard Unversity to come 
to America and thus have the chance to ex
press my opinions freely. 

There are, of course, limits to the effec
tiveness of international pressure and limits 
to how much the conservatives can, or will, 
back down. Wang Juntao and Chen Ziming 
were sentenced to 13 years in prison for their 
atttempts to bring peaceful change to China. 
Many others are still imprisoned under harsh 
conditions. But in April of this year, two 
prominent leaders of the workers movement 
were freed. More recently, the government 
has permitted the wives of five 
"counterrevolutionaries" who escaped to the 
West to leave the country and join their hus
bands. 

In the long run, as the reformers' positions 
are strengthened and a market economy is 
established, the system of ownership in 
China can be changed. Political liberaliza
tion will only come gradually and only after 
economic liberalization. Every step forward 
will depend on support from the world com
munity. In this respect, American support is 
crucial. 

The MFN debate constitutes a long-term 
means of continuing to pressure the Chinese 
leadership to improve its human rights 
record. If MFN is withdrawn, the United 
States will lose the critical leverage needed 
to help the Chinese people. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I would 
like to read part of this statement by 
this dissident. He starts out and says 
that: 

As one of the last hunger strikes on 
Tiananmen Square in 1989, I can understand 
the anger that many Americans feel toward 
China's hard-line rulers. I share that anger, 
but not the conclusion that the United 
States should cut off China's most favored 
nation trading status. 

Canceling MFN would help the hard-liners 
in what they have been unable to achieve on 
their own-a reassertion of control over the 
non-state and more progressive sectors of 
China's society and economy. 

In the two years since the Beijing mas
sacre, the central authorities have been un
able to regain control over reformist strong
holds such as Guangdong province on China's 
southern coast. Chen Yuan, deputy director 
of the People's Bank of China and son of con
servative leader Chen Yun, has publicly ad
mitted this. If MFN is withdrawn, it will be 
areas such as these that will be most ad
versely affected. 
It is clear that pressure from the outside 

world since June 4, 1989, has forced the Chi
nese government to soften its repressive tac
tics and ease up on its attempts to strangle 
certain economic reforms. Despite their 
hard-line rhetoric, the Beijing leaders have 
made compromises. They granted permission 
to astrophysicist Fang Lizhi and his wife to 
leave the country and have released a num
ber of political prisoners, including "black 
hand" activists such as Liu Xiaobo. This is 
perhaps the first time in history that the 
Chinese Communist Party has responded to 
such pressures. 

Had MFN been revoked last year, it seems 
to me inconceivable that any of this would 
have occurred. These concessions were due in 
no small part to pressure from the United 
States over the past two years. 

Now China has reached a stalemate. The 
market economy has not yet developed to 
the point where the reformists can win over 
the conservatives. But if MFN is restored, it 
will boost the developing market economy in 
those areas of the country that are most 
open to the West. On the other hand, a with
drawal of MFN would give credibility to the 
hard-line propagandists who proclaim that 
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only socialism and self-reliance can save 
China. 

As I said, Mr. President, this state
ment was written by one of the last 
hunger strikers on Tiananmen Square 
in 1989. 

This dissident, who was imprisoned 
for 6 months, supports continuing MFN 
and emphasizes that its loss would 
eliminate critical United States lever
age in helping the Chinese people. 

Even former President Jimmy 
Carter, known to many as the human 
rights President, supports retaining 
MFN for China. The people of Hong 
Kong, moreover, have been one of the 
most vocal in expressing outrage to the 
Tiananmen Square crackdown, as 
manifested by their huge marches in 
commemoration of Tiananmen Square 
victims. Hong Kong, at the same time, 
has been united in its support for un
conditional MFN status for China. 

The primary beneficiaries of revok
ing MFN are the hardliners in the 
Central Government. They seek every 
possible means to hold onto to their 
dwindling power. China is in the midst 
of fundamental transition and it would 
be absolutely unconscionable for the 
United States to provide the golden op
portuni ty for Beijing hardliners to jus
tify greater repression and isolation on 
external subversive forces. And that is 
just what we would do by enacting S. 
1367; we would play right into their 
hands. 

The other primary beneficiaries of 
revoking MFN for China are our Japa
nese and European competitors. This 
brings me to the second major question 
my colleagues should answer-how 
much of a priority do we place on bol
stering U.S. exports and competitive
ness? If this country believes we need 
to be competitive in the global econ
omy, then it is high time we stopped 
using trade as the whipping boy for our 
foreign policy concerns with other 
countries. 

The measure before us exemplifies 
this in the worst possible manner for 
here we are expanding upon an increas
ingly antiquated cold war trade law 
and unilaterally threatening to use it 
to severe our relationship with China 
for decades to come. 

And we are willing to do so without 
giving serious thought to the fact that 
it will jeopardize the $4 billion in Unit
ed States investment in, and the $5 bil
lion in United States exports to, China, 
and without any serious thought as to 
what that means in terms of United 
States jobs and competitiveness. I have 
watched in the past what happened 
when we used trade sanctions as a tool 
for foreign policy. Who did we hurt? We 
hurt the U.S. farmers by losing major 
export markets for grain and soybeans. 

The problem of short-term thinking 
among U.S. business appears to origi
nate right here in the U.S. Congress. 
Just how can we expect United States 
industry to take the long-term view 

and get involved in trade when after 
having encouraged their entry into 
China we now want to pull the rug out 
from under them? Why should they 
now venture into Central and Eastern 
Europe when we may take similar ac
tion against that region down the 
road? It is about time we stopped tell
ing everyone to do as we say and not as 
we do. 

It has been only 3 years since we en
acted the Omnibus Trade and Competi
tiveness Act, which sought to improve 
U.S. competitiveness through opening 
markets overseas. We seem to have for
gotten that overriding objective for 
now we are proposing to shut ourselves 
out of one the potentially largest mar
kets in the world. 

Of course, and while we are talking 
about cutting off MFN for China, 
Prime Minister Kaifu of Japan is pre
paring to visit China, to build better 
relations. A key focus of Kaifu's visit 
no doubt will be to expand economic 
and trade ties, even though Japan had 
an almost $6 billion bilateral trade def
icit with China last year. When it 
comes to competitiveness, actions 
speak louder than words. 

Breathing new life into a cold war 
trade law to address all of our concerns 
with a particular country is not only 
counterproductive and self-defeating, 
it is both bad policy and bad precedent. 
Should we now move along the path of 
revoking MFN for all countries which 
do not live up to our human rights 
standards and which may have unfair 
trade practices? China is not the only 
country that does not fully respect 
human rights-Amnesty Interna
tional 's just-released annual report 
highlights that human rights abuses 
continued, and often worsened, in some 
141 countries last year. Should we now 
strictly condition their MFN status? 
This could lead to Smoot-Hawley 
reincarnated. So much for the new 
world order. 

Most-favored-nation treatment is a 
cornerstone of our multilateral trade 
system. At a time when we are at
tempting to conclude over 4 years of 
multilateral trade negotiations to 
strengthen and improve this system, 
this body is undermining one of its 
founding principles. No other country 
contemplates such action, and we are 
the only ones for which MFN normal 
tariff treatment is even questioned as a 
basic trade right for countries like 
China. In fact, with the exception of a 
very few Communist countries, we ac
cord MFN to the vast majority of na
tions. these include countries such as 
Iraq, Syria, and Burma. 

The proponents of S. 1367 lead one to 
believe that we have taken no action 
condemning China's human rights 
abuses. This clearly is not the case. In 
fact, we are the only Nation still main
taining the original Tiananmen sanc
tions. The President has made it clear 
that we will not normalize relations 

with China until there is substantial 
progress on human rights. Other steps 
have been taken to address our con
cerns regarding China's policies on 
weapons proliferation. With respect to 
our trade problems, we have launched a 
special 301 case against China for its 
violation of United States intellectural 
property rights, and we have been hold
ing bilateral market access talks. 

I recently joined my friend and good 
colleague from Montana, Senator BAU
cus, in urging the President to utilize 
all the tools he has available in ad
dressing our manifold concerns with 
China, as well as suggesting additional 
steps that the United States should 
take. 

In his written response of last Fri
day, the President made specific com
mitments along the lines we had out
lined. These include aggressive action 
to prevent prison labor imports from 
entering the United States and a com
mitment to self-initiate a section 301 
case should current bilateral market 
access talks fail to yield concrete re
sults. The President has also commit
ted the United States to begin working 
actively in support of Taiwan's GATT 
accession, a step I have been urging for 
some time. 

I hope this process will proceed expe
ditiously with the extablishment of a 
GATT working party on Taiwan's ap
plication in the very near-term. 

In sum, M1-. President, I would just 
like to emphasize that I share the wor
thy goals set forth in S. 1367. The 
President shares them as well, and we 
have and must continue to seek appro
priate means to achieve them. Above 
all, we must work toward supporting 
progressive change in China, and to do 
so in manner that is in our own best 
national interests. 

It is my firm belief that S. 1367 would 
only turn us in the opposite direction. 
While it might make us feel good here 
at home, it would be a very short-term 
sensation. Ultimately, it would harm 
both ourselves and the Chinese people. 
For all of these reasons, I intend to 
vote against S. 1367 and urge my col
leagues to do the same. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DIXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KERRY). The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, the heart 

of the issue on whether or not to renew 
for 1 year most-favored-nation status 
for the People's Republic of China, is 
pressure-how much, and in what form. 
Strip away the tub- thumping speech
es, and the lofty recitations on the 
theories of moral suasion, and what we 
have here is a debate about carrots and 
sticks. 

Most-favored-nation status is one of 
the ripest carrots our Nation can dan
gle in front of other nations. We all 
know that most-favored-nation is a 
somewhat disingenuous term. The vast 
majority of the nations of the world 
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have such a trade relationship with the 
United States. 

However, China is, and has been, 
viewed as a special case. The decision 
in the Carter administration to extend 
most-favored-nation status in 1980 to 
the People's Republic was a threshold 
event in U.S. foreign policy. Because of 
the historic isolation of China from the 
rest of the world, because of its popu
lation, and frankly, because of the 
market potential, extending MFN to 
the People's Republic of China was 
seen as opening the floodgates of com
merce which would transform the Chi
nese people and the Government. 

Tiananmen Square showed us all that 
a few tanks could stop progress dead in 
its tracks. 

As the aging and crumbling leader
ship in Beijing continues to cling to its 
outmoded ideology, the opportunity 
and responsibility of the outside world 
to pressure for reforms and change 
grows ever larger. 

In its effort to retrench, the Chinese 
Government has sought literally to 
beat the ideas of freedom and democ
racy out of its people. It has enslaved 
students, workers, and prodemocracy 
activists, and locked them away, out of 
sight. The "trials"-and I use that 
term loosely, Mr. President-of 
prodemocracy activists have chugged 
along at a steady pace, without inter
national observers, or even family 
knowledge, in some cases. Asia Watch, 
a human rights watchdog group, uncov
ered documents that show convincingly 
that the export of prison made goods is 
not rumor, but horrible fact. 

And we saw my friend, the senior 
Senator from New York State, hold up 
those stockings on the floor of this 
body that were made in Peking jail No. 
3. 

Were such human rights and trade 
practices anecdotal, the case for condi
tioning renewal of MFN would not be 
so strong. But human rights and prison 
labor are parts of a foul whole, a sys
tematic attempt by the Chinese Gov
ernment to be engaged with the outside 
world, yet insist on operating by its 
own rules and on its own terms. Our 
China policy since Tiananmen has, un
fortunately, accommodated such be
havior. Such a policy is no longer via
ble, and, indeed, is ultimately harmful. 

It has been, and continues to be, the 
policy of the United States that human 
rights, fair trade, and one's behavior as 
an international citizen are legitimate 
considerations in our bilateral rela
tionship. China has embarked on poli
cies in the areas of nuclear weapons, 
and weapons technology proliferation, 
that are potentially destabilizing to 
the regions in which they have been 
sold. Continued sales of weapons by the 
Chinese undermine efforts to bring 
peace to such regions. Therefore, Chi
na's renegade sales are in no one's in
terest. 

The question remains as to what 
pressure should be brought to bear on 

China to move it away from its path of 
political and economic retrenchment. 
The present policy, I would argue, con
tains few sticks, and gives the People's 
Republic the MFN carrot while it rou
tinely runs roughshod over its people, 
and all principles of fair play and jus
tice. 

The release of some Chinese political 
prisoners, and the Chinese acquies
cence on Operation Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm, are token gestures 
timed to coincide with actions in the 
United States related to their trade 
status. We should not roll over and 
allow the Chinese to again dictate 
what our relationship with them will 
be. 

If the Chinese wish to continue to re
ceive the generous benefits provided by 
MFN, they must meet our criteria. The 
United States values human rights. We 
value adherence to international stand
ards of justice. We value a level play
ing field for trade. These are not incon
sequential principles or standards. 
They are principles applied by the 
United States to all the other nations 
of the world. 

They are the sticks with which we 
should prod China to end its unfair, op
pressi ve, and stubborn policies. If the 
Chinese choose not to change, they 
don't get the carrot. 

Some of my colleagues will argue 
that there are plenty of other measures 
in place to move China forward. I 
would argue that as long as those 
measures are not linked to China's 
trade status with the United States, 
little forward progress will be made by 
China. In essence, the only carrot that 
matters to the Chinese is MFN. All else 
pales by comparison. It is therefore fit
ting that we utilize MFN status as a 
means of promoting change. The deci
sion is in the hands of the Chinese Gov
ernment leaders. Should they allow 
communist policies to rot away at the 
fabric of the Nation for another year, 
they will have chosen a self-destructive 
course for their Nation. 

The choice, Mr. President, is theirs. 
Our choice today, is whether to use 

the tools of our trade policy to achieve 
the best results. S. 1367 provides the 
proper balance of carrots and sticks to 
a policy in dire need of change if China 
is to be considered worthy of most-fa
vored-nation trade treatment. 

I thank my colleagues. 
I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, on the 

matter that is pending before the Sen-

ate, I just want to say very briefly that 
I think we ought to live up to our tra
ditions and send a signal to the people 
of China that we are believers in 
human rights. For us to do anything 
less, demeans our heritage. 

I know the political reality is that 
we are going to get a majority here to 
favor the Mitchell proposal. I also 
know the political reality is that the 
President is going to veto it, and we 
are probably not going to have the 
votes to override the veto. 

The question is: Is it worth it to send 
a signal to the people of China that a 
majority of people in the U.S. Senate 
side with the people of China in their 
yearning for freedom and democracy, 
rather than with their oppressive lead
ership? 

I say, by all means, it is worth it. For 
us to fail to stand up for freedom is to 
do less than what we should as a peo
ple. It is very interesting. And the Pre
siding Officer and I are old enough to 
remember when Jimmy Carter started 
talking about human rights, and there 
were those who snickered in the sophis
ticated circles about Jimmy Carter 
preaching about human rights. 

But the message got across to the 
people of the world, and we are in a 
world where democracy and freedom 
are spreading. There is no question in 
my mind that a good portion of that is 
because we stood up for human rights. 
That is what we ought to be doing 
again. And my vote will be in support 
of the Mitchell proposal. I hope the 
people of China understand clearly that 
is where the people of the United 
States are. 

RECESS UNTIL 2:15 P.M. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:31 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
ADAMS). 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a moment? 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes. 

UNITED STATES-CHINA ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is 

my understanding that several Sen
ators wish to speak on the subject mat
ter of the bill and that there are two 
possible amendments remaining, nei
ther of which is at this moment ready 
for consideration. And so I am going to 
suggest that we extend the period that 
occurred just prior to the recess for de
bate only on the bill. I take it there is 
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no objection by any of the Senators 
wishing to be recognized and that their 
purpose is merely to discuss the bill. 
This will give all Senators an oppor
tunity to discuss the bill while the 
Senators who have remaining amend
ments prepare them and prepare to 
offer them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the period for debate only on 
the bill be continued until 3 p.m. and 
that at 3 p.m. the majority leader or 
his designee be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my col
leagues and I particularly thank the 
Senator from Iowa for his courtesy. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, just 
by way of information for my friends 
waiting to speak, I probably will only 
take about 7 or 8 minutes. I would like 
to address the most-favored-nation sta
tus, as the majority leader has sug
gested. 

Mr. President, the granting of MFN 
tariff status to China was a key ele
ment in the process of normalizing our 
relations with the People's Republic of 
China and provided a framework for a 
major expansion of our economic and 
commercial relations with that giant 
country. 

The overriding question this body 
must now wrestle with today, in light 
of the events of Tiananmen Square, is 
whether it is necessary to condition 
MFN in order to promote further re
form in China? And I do not question 
the good motives of our colleagues who 
are trying to promote that concept, 
but I guess I disagree with it. 

In addition, we also need to consider 
the effect conditioning MFN will have 
on the United States economically, and 
whether it is in line with our foreign 
policy objectives. And I would say it is 
neither good for us economically nor is 
it in line with our overall foreign pol
icy objectives. 

Another question focuses on whether 
conditioning MFN would have a major 
impact on Hong Kong's free market 
economy, which depends heavily on 
United States-China trade, as well as 
the health of export industries in south 
China. 

I have had the opportunity to hear 
many individuals testify before the Fi
nance Committee, met with others in 
my office, and had others write to me 
directly on this issue particularly 
many letters from my own constitu
ents. After digesting all of this infor
mation I have come to the conclusion 
that while United States-China rela
tions still cannot return to normal 
under current circumstances, with
drawing China's MFN status would 
harm vital United States interests. 

My concerns for denial of MFN with 
or without conditions brought me to 
some of the following considerations. 

Loss of MFN would spark retaliation 
of industrial and agricultural goods, 

threatening billions in U.S. exports and 
over 100,000 U.S. jobs. 

United States leverage on a full 
range of our priorities with China from 
trade, weapons proliferation, and 
human rights would be sharply reduced 
if MFN were effectively terminated. 

The United States is already using 
existing trade law, export controls, 
suspension of military and nuclear co
operation, and other methods to ad
dress our various problems with China. 

Not granting unconditional MFN to 
China will only abandon this market to 
the Japanese, the Europeans and oth
ers who automatically give China . .m
condi tional MFN status. 

To end MFN for mainland China will 
barely pinch Beijing's aging leaders 
who are the authors of the repression. 
Instead, it will hurt reformers in 
China, consumers in America and deal 
a heavy blow to Hong Kong. 

Lastly, on the issue of human rights, 
our continued strategy of sanctions 
and engagement has led to the release 
of about 1,000 political prisoners, free
dom for prominent dissident Fang 
Lizhi and his family, public commit
ments to prevent the export of prison 
labor, and positive assurance of reunifi
cation cases. The Chinese have agreed 
to have a high-level human rights dia
log with the United States. This new 
dialog would likely be one of the first 
casualties of MFN withdrawal. Emigra
tion and student travel to the United 
States, which has continued since 
Tiananmen, would also suffer. 

Farmers have long been suspicious of 
attempts to use food as a weapon, and 
we would be using food as a weapon, or 
to send a message to some real or 
imagined international outlaw. Nearly 
all past attempts to punish foreign 
governments have resulted in dras
tically lower prices for American farm
ers and less food for the oppressed peo
ple our action is supposed to be saving. 
However, there are some generally rec
ognized standards for making such 
international actions work. One nec
essary measure is to make such action 
multilateral. This ensures that other'"' 
do not snatch away your markets. An
other is to make such action across all 
commodities. Neither of these two ac
tivities are present with China. 

Idealism will cost our economy, and 
particularly, for me, our agricultural 
economy, dearly. 

Although wheat is the major United 
States agricultural export to China, 
this trade is important for my State of 
Iowa, even though we do not raise 
much wheat. First of all, the effects of 
a healthy agricultural economy spill 
over from sector to sector and region 
to region. The reverse is often also 
true. One example of this phenomenon 
is that when wheat prices become low, 
livestock producers will substitute 
wheat for corn in their animal feed ra
tions. This has been occurring in sec
tions of the United States over the last 

9 months as a result of burdensome 
wheat stocks. Low wheat prices lead to 
feed substitution which displaces corn 
usage resulting in low corn prices-a 
phenomenon on my State right now. 

Denying the Chinese MFN will in ef
fect tell them to search elsewhere-to 
go buy the same commodities from our 
competitors in the European Commu
nity. As an important export market 
for our agricultural commodities, I 
don't see how I will be able to tell Mid
west farmers how lower corn prices are 
going to make conditions any better in 
China, as long as China continues to 
buy all the grain they need even if they 
get it from the European Community. 

Iowa farmers have been through this 
before and they are smarter than that. 
They have learned painful lessons from 
the past and do not wish to see the 
United States Congress experiment 
again with their livelihood, as we did 
with the last Soviet grain embargo in 
1979 and 1980. 

Let me be perfectly clear that it is 
not my intent to be critical of anyone 
who is on the opposite side of this issue 
from myself. Rather, I believe we all 
want too see greater respect for human 
rights, a stronger Chinese commitment 
to weapons nonproliferation and fair 
trade, and a continuation of positive 
social, political, and economic change. 
The question is how best to achieve 
these goals. 

I don't believe that using MFN is the 
proper or most effective way to accom
plish these goals. We are already pursu
ing our differences with China through 
a number of channels. There's no ques
tion that more needs to be done and 
that more can be done. 

For instance, I would like to tell this 
body about a bill that I am a cosponsor 
of, that would encourage American 
companies operating in China to abide 
by specific principles. These principles 
include the protection of human rights 
and the environment, as well as the 
promotion of democratic values. It's 
only appropriate that companies bene
fiting from Chinese trade, be willing to 
aid the progress toward reform in 
China. 

In addition, I have supported a pro
posal by Senator HELMS that would 
create a private right of action against 
those who import goods produced by 
slave labor. Mr. President, these are 
the kind of initiatives that we should 
be pursuing-not conditioning MFN 
status. 

If MFN is the proper vehicle for vent
ing our spleen on these matters, then 
why are we not discussing MFN status 
that exists with Iraq or Libya, or even 
more recently the Soviet Union in 
light of their human rights abuses? 
Why are we not discussing MFN status 
with Japan in regard to its unfair trad
ing practices? 

No, Mr. President, we are not dis
cussing these matters. And I am con
cerned that this debate has become 
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more of a domestic political issue than 
a prudent discourse on how to bring 
about effective change in China. Just 
look at the Finance Committee vote on 
this bill. By a straight party-line vote, 
this bill was reported out of the com
mittee without recommendation. The 
votes did not even exist to report it out 
favorably. I think the Finance Com
mittee action gives us a good idea of 
what is yet to come. 

Mr. President, I look forward to mov
ing beyond this debate, so hopefully 
Congress can work with the adminis
tration in pursuing more effective and 
appropriate means to accomplish the 
goals in which we all agree. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Chair. It is 
not very often I disagree with my 
friend from Iowa. Let me make a point, 
that it is not an idealism that is being 
rejected, but a dependency that is 
being embraced. If money becomes 
more important to us than the prin
ciples and ideals of this country, some 
years down the road that dependency 
will create an intolerable inability to 
assert any posture. 

The United States granted MFN in 
1980 to encourage the economic liberal
ization that was beginning in the late 
1970's. Earlier in that decade, we recall 
the 1972 efforts of President Nixon to 
open relations with the People's Re
public in hopes of bringing that coun
try into the community of nations. 
And, indeed, the opening exposed Chi
nese people to democratic ideals and 
the wonders of a free market. 

The United States went on to nor
malize trade relations with the Peo
ple's Republic of China, and later to 
grant them MFN trading status. But 
let me emphasize that it is a grant; it 
is not a right. Throughout the 1980's, 
privatization was encouraged, special 
economic zones were established, 
central government control over 
microeconomic decisionmaking was re
laxed. Our country, indeed the world, 
was heartened and encouraged by their 
behavior. Perhaps, we hoped, irrevers
ible, if incremental, change was finally 
underway. Many asserted that on this 
floor. 

But as we watched the tanks of the 
People's Liberation Army roll toward 
the peaceful demonstrators of their 
own race and country, our faith in the 
Government of the People's Republic of 
China was challenged. As happened be
fore, the Chinese Government re
trenched. Change had not been irre
versible. After the bloody crackdown 
on June 4 and ensuing purges of re
form-minded Government officials, 
hardliners regained control and began 
dismantling the progress that had oc
curred in the decade prior. 

So, despite what we wanted to per
suade ourselves to believe about the 

People's Republic of China, it remained 
an autocratic state, answerable to no 
one, especially to its people. 

The Beijing regime continues its 
murderous and illegal occupation of 
Tibet, Mr. President. We hear very lit
tle of that. This is an occupation which 
has killed 1.2 million people, a full 20 
percent of a country's indigenous popu
lation. Virtually in silence we have 
witnessed the eradication of one of the 
world's oldest religions and cultures. 

It has become clear to this Senator 
that the People's Republic of China 
does not view MFN as a privilege for 
its nonmarket economy but as its 
automatic right. And why should they 
not? Judging by their behavior and our 
response to it, they have no reason to 
fear that their preferential treatment 
will be threatened. 

For 2 years, despite the horrors of 
Tiananmen, we have agreed not to con
dition most-favored-nation trading sta
tus for the Chinese. For 2 years we 
have allowed the President his preroga
tive to run the "China account." And 
while it does not relate directly to our 
debate here today, I would like to com
mend the President with regard to the 
rest of China, free China-Taiwan. In 
his response to Senator BAucus' letter, 
the President pledged to work actively 
to resolve Taiwan's application to the 
GATT in a favorable manner and so it 
should be. Taiwan is a country that in 
both freedom of economics and freedom 
of politics has earned inclusion in the 
GATT. But to do right by the people of 
Taiwan does not justify ignoring the 
calls for freedom by the people across 
the strait. 

In the opinion of this Senator, with 
regard to the mainland, the President 
has exercised his prerogative with a lot 
of talk and very little action and with 
even fewer results. The Chinese people 
today see less, not more freedom. The 
climate for democratic change has 
worsened. Leaders in Beijing have 
taken a hard line toward intellectuals, 
and they have sought to impose their 
ideological uniformity on the people. 

As in the era of Mao Zedong, the 
urban populace is forced to engage in 
weekly political study sessions. Cen
sors monitor and ban artistic works. 
Leading universities are under intense 
pressure. Voice of America radio is 
jammed. The propaganda apparatus or
ganizes campaigns to recall and emu
late heroes of the cultural revolution 
era. 

Trade barriers in China have gone up. 
China's surplus with the United States 
will approach $12 billion this year. Mr. 
President, that is no coincidence. In 
documents with restricted circulation, 
government officials state explicitly 
the importance of seeking foreign mar
kets through the use of forced labor. In 
1989, one official wrote: 

The development of a foreign-oriented 
economy is an important aspect of China's 
economic development strategy. It is also a 

brand new task assigned to the labor reform 
enterprises. * * * In my opinion, the labor 
reform enterprises should * * * adopt effec
tive policies and energetically develop [a] 
foreign-oriented economy. 

That is an official statement, but it 
is an official statement to earn hard 
currency and not economic freedom. 

Trade with China is becoming one 
way, with the Chinese becoming ever 
more aggressive in United States mar
kets while simultaneously erecting 
trade barriers to United States goods. 
And let me add that the United States 
is not the only country to maintain a 
trade deficit with the People's Repub
lic of China. Japan maintained a $5.8 
billion deficit with the Chinese in 1990 
while the European Community had a 
$6.8 billion deficit with China. 

While ignoring accepted rules of 
trade for many products, the People's 
Republic of China has become a rogue 
trader in sophisticated weapons capa
ble of mass destruction. 

Does this not beg the question that 
others state about how seriously we 
ought to be examining the behavior of 
other countries with this privilege? 

All of us have reason to worry about 
the sale of ballistic missiles and nu
clear technology to the Middle East 
and other countries in the world. If the 
gulf taught us anything it was that the 
missile proliferation is not a theoreti
cal or academic concern, but a very 
real threat with real and potentially 
fatal consequences for American serv
ice men and women. 

At the G-7 summit in London, lead
ers of the world's seven major democ
racies pledged to strengthen the United 
Nations and limit international arms 
sales so as to avoid repeating disasters 
like the Persian Gulf and its after
math, and the same G-7 leaders, along 
with President Gorbachev, followed im
mediately with the recommendation 
that we grant MFN status to the Chi
nese. 

Mr. President, it is hard to imagine 
more inconsistencies from the leaders 
of the greatest countries in the world. 

How is it that they can sit back and 
watch what China is doing? 

I am sure that the administration 
would say that the effort to control 
missile proliferation must be con
ducted through other channels, their 
favorite battle cry in our debates re
sponding to the cynical ways of the old 
men in Beijing. But I, for one, have 
grown weary of this approach, an ap
proach which has achieved precious lit
tle despite the tough rhetoric. Clearly 
little, if any, of what the President 
hoped for has come to pass. Even 
worse, the Beijing regime admits noth
ing and promises nothing. While even 
the most careful analysis and the most 
reasoned approach cannot guarantee 
the actual results of a nation's policy, 
one thing is predictable and guaran
teed: If you do nothing, nothing hap
pens. There is no better example than 
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the administration's "do-nothing new" 
attitude on China, and the "nothing is 
improving" response of the old men in 
Beijing. 

In short, our renewal of MFN trading 
status without any conditions for the 
last 2 years-without telling the old 
men in Beijing that we are serious-has 
empowered them. We have encouraged 
them. Certainly that was not intended, 
but it is the result. So now in the face 
of Beijing's threats to retaliate, we 
bow. 

While MFN on its own does not im
plicitly condone another government's 
behavior, unconditional renewal on top 
of a whole list of concessions-secret 
envoys to Beijing, receiving a high
level delegation in Washington when 
we supposedly banned such "high-level 
government exchanges," winking at 
World Bank and Asian Development 
Bank loans when clearly they exceed 
the exceptions for "basic human 
needs," and generally failing to send a 
unequivocal message to Beijing that 
the United States does not condone 
their behavior-is an objectionable 
state of affairs that desperately needs 
mending. 

Some folk make much of the rel
atively free market and progressive at
mosphere of China's southern provinces 
and I salute that and wish for more. 
Citing the huge strides made by democ
racy-advocates there, those favoring 
unconditional renewal of MFN assert 
that conditions-and thus the possibil
ity of MFN's revocation-would only 
hurt the good guys and would not harm 
the old men in Beijing. But, it would 
not hurt them, the leaders in Beijing 
would not really care one way or an
other if it was renewed. Their actions, 
their threats to retaliate if we put con
ditions on MFN, which of and by itself, 
incidentally, is a condition-suggest 
otherwise. If they really do not care, 
then why has Beijing just hired Wash
ington's largest and most prestigious 
lobbying firm, Hill & Knowlton, at 
some $150,000 a month to lobby on their 
behalf? 

Mr. President, make no mistake, 
they care. They care very much. The 
United States currently buys 25 per
cent of China's $62 billion in exports. 
United States companies have con
tracted to invest $4 billion in China 
since 1979, making the United States 
second only to investors from Hong 
Kong and Macao. This is why Beijing is 
doing its utmost to prompt us in our 
decision today. This is why the Chinese 
Government is paying Chinese students 
in the United States to lobby against 
their own conscience on behalf of a re
gime only months ago they decried. 

The argument that the involvement 
of American business in China has been 
a force for good is, overall, correct. It 
is my hope that ultimately it can con
tinue. But at some level, at some time, 
we must look beyond profits, look be
yond pure economic interests and con-

sider two important facts. First: doing 
business is risky. It is more so in 
China-a country characterized by dra
matic vacillations in the policies gov
erning economic and political life. 

But business investment is never a 
sure thing and if we buy into the argu
ment that it should be, we obfuscate 
the most basic elements of a free mar
ket-risk taking and all the unknowns 
that characterize everyday business de
cisions. Second: profit seeking that is 
devoid of any moral basis is just plain 
wrong . .Kmerica does not need that 
kind of dependence. To subvert the 
cause of freedom for the security of fu
ture profit streams is to engage in a 
perverse twisting of the notion that 
trade is al ways a force for good. If our 
foreign policy is indeed an extension of 
our ideals, how can we fail to encour
age the basic principles which order 
our own society? 

I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 

once again rise in strong support of the 
bill introduced by the distinguished 
majority leader to deny the People's 
Republic of China most-favored-nation 
trade treatment. Indeed, I would go 
even further. I have introduced legisla
tion to immediately terminate China's 
MFN status, but that is not the issue 
before us today. 

On June 4 of this year, 200 Chinese 
students assembled at Beijing Univer
sity to mourn the second anniversary 
of the Tiananmen Square massacre, 
while the Chinese Government still 
steadfastly refused to acknowledge the 
deaths or the Chinese mili tary's direct 
involvement in the massacre. More 
people would have attended, but the 
Government threatened reprisals 
against the peaceful demonstrators. 
Our President commemorated the anni
versary a month later by once again 
trying to rally Congress to support his 
efforts to extend MFN status to China 
without conditions. 

In the 2 years since the massacre, 
China has done nothing to demonstrate 
it is deserving of such treatment in 
international trade except to slide 
backward into the mire by further vio
lating human rights. President Bush 
believes that we must allow China time 
to meet conditions laid out last year 
when he extended China's MFN status. 
We could examine the steps it has 
taken to meet these conditions. That 
will not take much of our time. Why? 
Because only minimal steps have been 
taken. 

Indeed, the Chinese Government has 
had ample time to improve its human 
rights status and its treatment of its 
own people. It has had time to show 
that it is serious about extending to 
them their basic civil rights. Yet it has 
not. Two long years have passed since 

the senile Communist Chinese Govern
ment literally trampled the peaceful 
democracy movement in Tiananmen 
Square. Since that ruthless crackdown 
on the prodemocracy demonstrators, 
China has not yet progressed in meet
ing its obligations to the world and to 
its own people. Instead, it has re
gressed in these considerations. 

President Bush attempted to justify 
his decision to extend this preferential 
treatment to China in a recent speech 
at Yale University where he said that 
"the most compelling reason to renew 
MFN and remain engaged in China is 
not economic; it's not strategic but 
moral." Moral for whom? I ask my col
leagues, what is moral in rewarding a 
country which has refused to dem
onstrate any willingness to change its 
own oppressive policies in order to join 
the community of civilized nations? 
And what can be said about the moral
ity of our country if we continue to ig
nore the atrocities and human rights 
violations by China? 

The sad truth is that President Bush 
has essentially offered nothing con
structive to the process of Congress' re
peated attempts to hold China's feet to 
the fire on human rights issues. He 
pursues his counterproductive veto 
strategy, and makes policy by threat
ening vetoes. This can only serve to so
lidify the Chinese leadership against 
making any changes. They bcome even 
more convinced that President Bush 
will protect them and refuse to change 
their current repressive tactics. Thus 
the United States in put in the position 
of supporting this brutal regime. 

It does not make any sense to exam
ine the steps China has taken to dem
onstrate adherence to international 
principles of human rights because the 
steps are almost nonexistent. The Chi
nese Government has continued to per
secute Chinese academics, journalists, 
police, and Government officials who 
demonstrated sympathy for the demo
cratic movement. It has further re
stricted the international travel and 
study of any of those students who sup
ported the prodemocracy movement in 
China. 

Faced with the prospect of stiff sanc
tions during last year's MFN debate, 
the PRC released 200 prisoners incar
cerated for nonviolent demonstrations. 
It later allowed physicist Fang Li-zhi 
to flee China to the West. You will re
call that Dr. Fang had to take refuge 
in our embassy because he faced perse
cution and severe punishment, perhaps 
even the death sentence, from the Chi
nese Government. Ultimately this was 
to our immense advantage because, 
since his departure from China, Dr. 
Fang has accepted a professorship in 
the physics department at the Univer
sity of Arizona. Dr Fang had been dis
missed from the vice presidency of the 
University of Science and Technology 
at Hefei, Anhui, in 1987 for voicing sup
port for the demoracy movement. He 
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was submitted to public vilification 
and abuse for his prodemocracy ideals. 
That was also the year he was expelled 
from the Communist Party. He had be
come politically visible as early as 1986 
when he was accused of helping incite 
the first demoncracy demonstrations 
at the university, demonstrations 
which later spread across the country. 

This year, two peace leaders were re
leased as we approached this debate. 
My colleagues will note that these ges
tures coincidentally accompanied obvi
ous threats of sanctions and the denial 
of MFN status. This demonstrated to 
this Senator that China is vulnerable 
to sanctions and could be convinced of 
the need to cease and desist in its cur
rent tyranny given appropriate, meas
ured gestures from the United States. 

The People's Republic of China con
tinues to hold demonstrators in deten
tion without trial or charge. It has exe
cuted more than 273 prisoners of con
science in the wake of the 1989 
prodemocracy protests. As Amnesty 
International has reported, 10,000 Chi
nese citizens were arrested in Beijing 
alone for their participation in the 
Tiananmen demonstrations. 

The People's Republic of China has 
sent unknown numbers to labor camp 
after harsh, secret trials, when they 
bothered to hold trials at all. As Timo
thy Gelatt reported in the Christian 
Science Monitor of July 11, 1991, 
"China has been using prisoners under
going 'reform through labor', including 
those convicted of 'counterrevolution', 
to enrich its foreign exchange coffers 
by producing export goods.'' The bill 
before us today strikes at the heart of 
the issue of slave labor. Who in this 
body can justify allowing such prac
tices to continue unimpeded? 

The People's Republic of China still 
illegally occupies Tibet. It has report
edly killed 1 million Tibetans in its 
continued policy of genocide toward 
these oppressed human beings. The 
Dali Lama, in his moving presentation 
to Congress, confirmed these atrocious 
acts against a peaceful, independent 
people. The Tibetans are denied free
dom of worship in their own country, 
while the Chinese leadership denies 
that Tibet is anything other than a 
contented Himalayan Shangri-la. Eye
witness reports from Tibet graphically 
refute this. 

We have seen reports of Chinese doc
tors being jailed for removing Govern
ment-mandated intrauterine birth con
trol devices from women who wanted 
more than one child under China's ab
horrent birth control policies. The Sen
ate addressed this issue earlier today 
when it accepted the Mikulski amend
ment opposing these onerous policies. 
It is common for IUD's to be routinely 
inserted in women after they give birth 
to the one child they are permitted, 
and it is illegal to remove the devices 
without state approval. 

Yet the Chinese Government insists 
that its family planning policy is vol
untary. It fines parents or fires them 
from their jobs for violating the vol
untary policy. Of course, if a woman 
succeeds in becoming pregnant, a 
forced abortion remains a Government 
option. 

The State Department's Country Re
ports on Human Rights Practices for 
1990 documents the human rights situa
tion in China since President Bush's 
1990 announcement of a 1-year MFN re
newal for China. Because the Chinese 
Government has lifted martial law in 
Beijing and Lhasa, apparently con
cluded investigations of the 
Tiananmen protestors, and allowed Dr. 
Fang to leave China, the State Depart
ment has noted "cooperative behavior 
on the issue of human rights." How
ever, the State Department acknowl
edges that abuses continue. Many de
tainees who disappeared after the 1989 
demonstrations are not yet fully ac
counted for. Reports of degrading and 
harsh conditions in all Chinese prisons 
have been included in investigations by 
the Supreme People's Procuratorate. 
Reports of 500 cases of abuse represent 
a 59.6-percent increase over the same 
period in 1989. Officials confirmed 300 
cases of torture in 1990. "Hundreds if 
not thousands of participants in the 
1989 demonstrations have been assigned 
without trial to re-education through 
labor camps. In two re-education 
through labor camps near Beijing, for 
example, over 800 of the inmates con
sisted of youths detained for activities 
during the demonstrations. They were 
charged with hooliganism and destruc
tion of property and were not included 
by Chinese authorities in any account
ing of detentions in connection with 
the demonstrations." Even though the 
PRC officials protest that they have no 
political prisoners, of 1.1 million in
mates in Chinese prisons and reform 
camps, 5,500 are there for counterrev
olutionary crimes. Freedom of speech, 
self-expression, emigration, and peace
ful assembly are severely restricted, 
and Chinese students and their families 
overseas have been threatened with re
prisal if they don't stop their political 
activities. 

But it is not merely a question of 
civil and human rights abuses. We have 
also witnessed China's continued pro
liferation of military technology and 
weapons of mass destruction to unsta
ble parts of the Third World. In fact, 
there is a whole list of China's activi
ties in the field of uncontrolled weap
ons trade. Until now, we have not re
ceived any assurances from the Chinese 
Government that it is willing to cease 
the proliferation of these weapons. It 
has sold nuclear-capable weapons and 
technology to the terrorist States of 
Syria, Iraq, and North Korea. China is 
constructing a nuclear reactor in Alge
ria which reportedly will have the ca
pacity for producing plutonium which 

can be used in the development of nu
clear weapons. China sold Iraq the lith
ium hydride used in the production of 
nerve gas. It continues to deliver weap
ons to the Khmer Rouge guerrillas in 
Cambodia. North Korean Scud missiles 
developed with Chinese technical as
sistance are being sold to Syria. 

Yet the President maintains a firm 
determination to renew MFN status for 
China. The most shameful rationale 
the administration has proffered is 
that, if we, the United States, don't ex
tend MFN status to China, other coun
tries will jump into the void and take 
advantage of United States absence. 
Morals seem to have no place in our 
economic tactics and thirst for profit. 
But, as I will now explore, even the 
economic gain argument is a farce. 

We have been told that United States 
businesses in China will suffer if the 
MFN status is withdrawn. The truth is 
that United States businesses have al
ready suffered under China's manipula
tive protectionist trade practices. 
China has achieved trade surpluses on 
over 90 items with the United States. 
Their trade surplus with the United 
States went from zero in 1985 to $3.5 
billion in 1988, then tripled to $10.4 bil
lion in 1990. It is expected to reach $15 
billion by the end of 1991, and conceiv
ably $20 billion within a couple of 
years. Let me continue: While China's 
exports to the United States increased 
by 27 percent between 1989 and 1990, our 
exports to China decreased by 17 per
cent! The bottom line: A whopping 
trade deficit increase with China of 67 
percent between 1989 and 1990. And, 
when you compare these figures with 
China's trade relationships with the 
rest of the world, the fact is that their 
worldwide positive balance derives 
from their trade relationship with us. 
And we want to further benefit them 
and reward them with most-favored-na
tion status? 

Not only does it practice protection
ist trade policies, China pursues unfair 
trade practices. The level of the United 
States intellectual property rights pro
tection is largely nonexistent. Illegally 
pirated American copyrights, trade
marks, and computer software are per
mitted in China. The Bush administra
tion's assistant United States Trade 
Representative, Joseph Massey, de
scribed China's software piracy as 
enormous when China was cited for 
these illegal practices less than 3 
months ago. Book and tape piracy is 
widespread, so American publishing, 
record, and tape industries have suf
fered substantial financial losses. Chi
na's current patent laws fail to provide 
adequate protection of pharmaceutical 
and chemical products. American 
chemical companies' products are sold 
without a license, not only for the do
mestic markets, but for export mar
kets as well. China's trademark law en
ables Chinese companies to use well
known United States trademarks. 
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There is no adequate protection for 

trade secrets. Economic gain for the 
United States? I think not. 

Are these the actions of a nation 
which accepts its responsibilities in the 
community of civilized nations? Of 
course not. Yet President Bush's deci
sion to extend MFN status is a signal 
to China that these deplorable actions 
make the Chinese Government worthy 
of MFN treatment. 

The Department of State is attempt
ing to persuade the Congress that in 
every area in which we have concerns, 
China has already undertaken certain 
steps to rectify the problems. That in
dicates to this Senator that China can 
meet basic conditions it if is indeed se
rious about taking its proper place 
among civilized nations. Considering 
the evidence we. have in front of us, we 
can only say that China has fallen 
short of our expectations. In fact, it ap
pears that President Bush's policy to
ward China has the opposite effect. It 
has emboldened the Chinese leadership 
to ignore the world's outcry of 
"shame!" What will be the reaction of 
the people yearning for democracy all 
over the world to a U.S. policy which 
coddles dictators and human rights 
abusers? We must not abandon them. 

Mr. President, I have searched my 
heart, making every attempt to be 
open-minded to the plight of China as a 
large, hungry, overpopulated country 
in an effort to understand any reason 
at all that the Government would not 
be open to reversing its policy of op
pression they have practiced for cen
turies. I cannot fathom any reason a 
government would not perceive that a 
happy, satisfied, well-treated populace 
would contribute to a productive coun
try so much more than a downtrodden, 
ignorant, and dissatisfied people. If the 
leaders of that country are intent upon 
continuing the subjugation of their 
people, it is only honorable and hu
mane that we offer every condition and 
support we can to ensure they are 
forced, yes, forced to comply with the 
attainment of fundamental human 
rights and privileges for all their peo
ple. 

Let China make respect for human 
rights a common practice. Let's insist 
on this, not because an illusory and 
probably fictitious economic reward 
hangs in the balance, but because the 
Chinese people are human beings de
serving of these rights. 

The conditions established in the 
leader's bill are fair and achievable. 
The Chinese Government is given an 
additional year-in essence a total of 3 
years-to respond to the world and to 
the cries of its people. These conditions 
must be fulfilled by next year if China 
wants to have the MFN status renewed. 
This bill will send a very strong and 
clear message to China's Government. I 
urge my colleagues to support this im
portant human rights legislation. Let's 
vote in support of human rights. 

This country can stand with great 
pride, Mr. President, under Democrat 
and Republican administrations, under 
Democrat and Republican Senates, and 
the Democratic Congress; it has con
tinuously stood for the last 75 years in 
opposition to granting any kind of 
preferential treatment on trade with 
the Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc 
countries. Why did we do that? Well, 
some might say it is because the Soviet 
Union entered into the Helsinki Act in 
1975. Indeed, they did. They promised 
to subscribe to human rights standards 
but indeed they did not. This was also 
a principle that this country sub
scribed to even before 1975 when the 
Helsinki Act was enacted. The ·Soviet 
Union signed the Helsinki Final Act 
that year as did 34 other nations, in
cluding the United States and Canada. 
Prior to that we stood up for human 
rights, for the individual, which is far 
different in our society than it is in the 
Soviet Union and in Eastern Europe. 

So what ultimately happened? Over a 
long period of time this country con
tinuously, at every meeting of heads of 
State, Secretaries of State, trade mis
sions, exchanges between the Congress 
and the Supreme Soviet or any other 
opportunity, we stood up for human 
rights. It was the No. 1 issue on the 
table for discussion. Political prisoners 
were named and identified and we 
asked that they be released. The Hel
sinki Watch group in the Soviet Union 
was jailed and Congress passed resolu
tions time after time to free them. And 
something happened. Mr. Gorbachev 
made some changes. The Communist 
regime has fallen apart and human 
rights are now flourishing in those 
countries. 

We did not waver as a nation. We 
stood fast. We did not grant any pref
erential trade treatment to the Soviet 
Union or Eastern bloc countries until 
they had elections, until they started 
to subscribe to human rights prin
ciples. And yet we have a different 
standard for China. Oh, yes, this is dif
ferent all right. It is different because 
we have ignored the moral obligation 
that this country has which is not to 
continue to do business as usual. 

I understand the economics. If wheat 
was very important to my State, I 
might think a little differently, but I 
do not think so. We export goods to 
China from Arizona. We have an air
craft industry. We have a computer in
dustry that exports to China. We also 
grow cotton and export some of that to 
China. 

It does not make moral sense to 
grant China preferential status at this 
time. 

I hope this Senate will strongly sup
port this legislation and I hope the 
President will see the fallacy of his 
judgment. This is a moral issue. The 
President said it is a moral issue. But 
his rationale to extend MFN status 

cannot be subscribed to or substan
tiated or supported based on morality, 
or for any other reason. 

I submit, Mr. President, that the leg
islation offered by the majority leader, 
cosponsored by this Senator, should be 
adopted. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 
could I ask, before the Senator from In
diana speaks, one question of my friend 
from Arizona. He may yield the floor 
on my time to answer a question. 
Should the same standard on human 
rights be applied to other countries in 
terms of most favored nation? 

Mr. DECONCINI. In my judgment 
they should. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Absolutely. If the 

Senator will yield for 30 seconds, that 
is exactly the point I guess I did not 
make in my statement. but I thank the 
Senator for underscoring it. If we stand 
for human rights, and we do as a na
tion, we have pride in that. I believe it 
really played an important role in 
turning the Soviet Union and Eastern 
European countries away from their 
Communist system and their persistent 
violations of human rigths. We should 
apply the same longstanding principle 
to the People's Republic of China. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Could I inquire fur
ther, there may be an exception or two, 
but therefore withdraw the status from 
all of the countries in Africa with 
maybe one or two exceptions? 

Mr. DeCONCINI. I have no trouble 
with that. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Most of the coun
tries in Asia with maybe half a dozen 
exceptions? 

Mr. DeCONCINI. Point them out. 
Which ones? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. All right, let us 
start down the line from the list of the 
State Department on those countries 
that violate human rights. India. 

Mr. DeCONCINI. If it is violating 
human rights, and I do not have the 
latest State Department report on the 
region, it should be on the list. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Burma. 
Mr. DeCONCINI. What do we do with 

India? We do not provide India with 
that much aid. Burma, the same thing. 
Where is the principle, I ask the Sen
ator from Oregon? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. That is fine. It is 
interesting. I am inclined to agree with 
the Senator from Arizona if we are 
willing to apply it uniformly, but we 
suddenly come here on the floor and 
say apply it to China, when we have 
this list from the State Department of 
countries that are as bad as China or 
worse. The most extraordinary exam
ple I can think of is Syria bombing--

Mr. DeCONCINI. I could not agree 
more. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. It gets most-fa
vored-nation status. A number of years 
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ago they leveled the town of Hama in a 
religious dispute, men and women. 
Tanks surrounded the town and leveled 
it. It ground into the ground in some 
cases civilians with tracks of tanks, 
leveled the town, gone. They get most
favored-nation status. 

Mr. DeCONCINI. Will the Senator 
yield? The Senator makes an excellent 
point. The point to me is we should not 
grant it to Syria. Granting MFN to 
Syria and making a huge mistake, as 
the Senator pointed out, certainly 
gives no justification in granting it to 
China. What we have to do is stand for 
the pride and the principle that we did 
apply this principle strictly to the So
viet Union and Eastern Europe, and it 
made some difference. But now we are 
willing to compromise on this principle 
because of international politics or for 
financial reasons. It just is not right. I 
thank the Senator for his question. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank my good 
friend from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, in 213 
B.C., the first Emperor of a United 
China ordered the execution of over 400 
opponents of his oppressive regime and 
decreed that every book of history or 
philosophy in the kingdom be de
stroyed by fire. In one act, he intended 
to eradicate the written memory of 
anything preceding his rule. His pur
pose, as he stated it, was to prevent the 
"use of the past to discredit the 
present." The only way he could find 
legitimacy was by erasing history. 

The first Emperor's dynasty barely 
outlasted his death. The power he exer
cised could instill terror, but it could 
not destroy memory. Seven years after 
his order to burn every record of the 
past, a rebel army destroyed his capitol 
city and massacred his imperial line. 

Two years ago, another repressive 
Chinese regime began a similar at
tempt. Tanks were sent to respond to 
philosophy-a philosophy of freedom 
and individual worth. New restrictions 
on thought and expression were en
forced to shape and obscure the past
a past that could be used to discredit 
the present. China was transformed 
again into a nation where principled 
men await execution. A nation where 
historical honesty is a crime against 
the State. 

A British historian once said, "the 
most frightening of all spectacles is 
the strength of civilization without its 
mercy." China's Communist Party has 
proven again that it is not an instru
ment of reform, but a tool of power, 
untempered by mercy. It has lived 
down to Mao's blunt description: 
"Communism is not love. Communism 
is a hammer which we use to crush the 
enemy.'' 

When the avenue of eternal peace was 
littered with the bodies of peaceful pro
testers, it was only the beginning. The 
tragedy of Tiananmen Square was the 

opening episode of the "the great leap 
backward," a broad, sustained cam
paign to reimpose the worst of Maoist 
oppression and warp the memory of re
cent history. The Chinese Government 
has set a course again to transform 
that nation into what's been called the 
clean, well-lit prison of a socialist uto
pia. 

The catalog of crimes lengthens. And 
those memories, on our part, should in
form every stage of this debate on rela
tions between China and the United 
States. Whatever view we hold on 
trade, the extent of this repression can
not be minimized or dismissed. Recent 
concessions aimed at American opinion 
have been largely cosmetic. What we 
have seen is public relations, not the 
public apology that is owed to the vic
tims of oppression, or the public 
renunication of organized terror we re
quire. 

In 2 years we have seen instead from 
China a pattern of abuses that is unde
niable and unacceptable. The after
math of Tiananmen is still with us. A 
human rights organization, Asia 
Watch, has documented the names of 
860 prodemocracy protesters still in 
prison, but still untried. Estimates of 
those arrested following Tiananmen 
Square range from 3,000 to 30,000. Chi
nese authorities have reported less 
than 1,000 as being released, but refuse 
to provide their names. 

The trials of dissidents lack the min
imum standards of fairness or due proc
ess. Verdicts raise suspicion by their 
quickness. Defendants have little op
portunity to prepare a defense. Inde
pendent observers are forbidden at the 
trials. When Wang Juntao was sen
tenced to 13 years of hard labor, his 
wife expressed the hopelessness of vic
tims of China's corrupt legal system: 

I feel tiny and weak, as insignificant as a 
droplet of water in the sea. When I call out 
on behalf of my husband, I hear not a sound 
in response. 

China will not allow international 
human rights organizations to go be
hind the walls of its labor camps and 
prisons. But we have enough informa
tion to be outraged. 

It seems clear that China forces po
litical prisoners into producing goods 
for export. It is believed that labor 
camps currently contain more political 
prisoners than at any time since Deng 
Xiaoping assumed power. Up to 30 peo
ple are crammed into small cellblocks, 
with inadequate rations, limited exer
cise and unsanitary conditions. Asia 
Watch reports beatings, use of electric 
cattle prods in torture, and solitary 
confinement in tiny cells with only 
enough room to stand. Political pris
oners are forced to work in factories 
during the day, and endure endless po
litical indoctrination and self-criticism 
at night. 

The idea of factories behind prison 
walls is not, in every case, objection
able. Meaningful work for those justly 

convicted of crimes can be an effective 
alternative to idle boredom-a practice 
of other Far Eastern countries. But in 
the aftermath of the Tiananmen 
Square arrests, China's prison popu
lation has swelled with political pris
oners, unjustly convicted, that may be 
employed in producing goods exported 
to the United States. And Asia Watch 
believes, in addition, it is common 
practice for China to keep prisoners in 
labor camps after they have completed 
their sentences in order to keep up the 
number of goods produced for export. 
That is nothing less than slavery. 

The Chinese Government's repression 
of Tibet remains a policy of cultural 
genocide. In 40 years, attempting to 
eradicate Tibet's distinct history and 
identity, China has killed more than 1 
million Tibetans through execution, 
warfare and famine. Tibetan religion 
has been a special target. Monasteries 
have been systematically destroyed
just 13 out of more than 6,000 remain. 
Monks have been routinely arrested 
and tortured. 

The repression of that mountain 
kingdom continues despite the lifting 
of martial law in May 1990. The Chinese 
have refused to allow the celebration of 
the traditional Tibetan Great Prayer 
Festival. Monks have been arrested 
while demonstrating. Just last April, a 
demonstration of 100 monks, nuns, and 
workers was met with gunfire by the 
Chinese police. Asia Watch reports that 
Tibetan political prisoners have suf
fered torture: beatings with rifle butts, 
shocks with cattle prods, and attacks 
by dogs. 

China has also begun a new offensive 
against that nation's 3.5 million Catho
lics. Recently, close to 150 bishops, 
priests and laymen have been arrested. 
Three Catholic seminarians detained in 
January 1989, according to Amnesty 
International, were "stripped naked, 
beaten, forced to lie on cold concrete 
and burned with cigaretts while in po
lice custody." In April, several hundred 
Catholic Chinese were beaten by police 
in a raid on a village in Hebei Province. 
Two youths were killed while over 300 
others, including children and the 
aged, were injuried-88 seriously. Am
nesty International also reports that 
Chinese authorities have detained and 
harassed members of Protestant 
groups. 

The list of China's abuse of human 
dignity and international trust goes on 
and on. Every month brings some new 
revelation. 

Forced abortions and sterilizations 
are Government policy. In Gansu Prov
ince, 731 people with low IQ's were 
sterilized last year under eugenics reg
ulations that prohibit birth to people 
with mental handicaps. 

China has exported ballistic missiles 
to Syria and Pakistan and assisted in 
building a nuclear reactor in Algeria. 

All university students now receive a 
month of political indoctrination. The 
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entire freshman class of Beijing Uni
versity and Shanghai's Fudan Univer
sity were sent to an isolated military 
camp for a year of ideological thought 
control-in order, according to Chinese 
officials, "to unify people's thinking." 

In a massive economic crackdown, 
China has closed more than 2.2 million 
private business enterprises. 

When this record is recounted and 
weighed, in the words of one Western 
diplomat, it amounts to nothing less 
than the "slow asphyxiation of a cul
ture." 

This much should be clear: There can 
be no attempt to hide or excuse China's 
cold and careful abuse of human dig
nity. I do not believe the President has 
attempted to do so. I hope his support
ers on the issue of trade will not make 
that mistake. But when the dismal 
facts of this record are granted, a ques
tion of policy and strategy still re
mains. What is the best way-not to 
show outrage-but to bring about 
change? 

Here it is possible for people with the 
same facts, and the same deep concern, 
to remain in disagreement. The Presi
dent has clearly stated his case for 
keeping China's favorable trade status. 

"The people of China who trade with us are 
the engine of reform. Our responsibility to 
them is best met not by isolating those 
forces * * * but by keeping open the channels 
of commerce. 

Isolation has always been a tool of 
Chinese repression, the argument goes. 
Openness is the route for change. 

If we knew without question that 
cutting our trade relationship with 
China would lessen the burdens of op
pression, I would support the efforts of 
some of my colleagues to deny favored 
trade status to China without any hesi
tation. But that, to me, is far from 
clear. It seems even more likely that 
isolation is the best hope of Chinese 
hardliners. And it is equally clear that 
the strength of China's commercial 
class is the strength of future Chinese 
reform. 

The President is convinced that the 
catalyst for change in China lies in 
continuing a relationship through 
trade. Because of MFN, the southern 
provinces have achieved economic 
prosperity and a degree of autonomy. 
Private enterprises in China have put 
to work over 1 million people. United 
States business joint ventures, com
prising over 1,000 U.S. companies, have 
showed the Chinese in the southern 
provinces the advantages of a free mar
ket system. Two-thirds of China's in
dustrial output of joint ventures and 
private enterprises is produced in the 
three provinces of Guandong, Fujian, 
and Shanghai. Income per ca pi ta in 
Guandong is double the national aver
age. In fact, 20 percent of Guandong's 
gross domestic product [GDP] goes to 
the production of goods for U.S. mar
kets. It is estimated that without 
MFN, losses to the Guandong Province 

could be as high as one-half their GDP. 
Businesses which have grown in the 
rocky soil of a Socialist state because 
of the favorable trade relationship 
would be uprooted. 

MFN has had the effect of giving the 
provinces leverage over the Beijing 
Government because of the revenue 
they produce. Warren Williams, presi
dent of the American Chamber of Com
merce in Hong Kong, reports that 
Beijing has sought more control 
through regulation and taxes. But the 
provinces have managed to avoid pay
ing higher taxes by organizing local po
litical support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana will suspend. 

Under the prior order, the Senator 
from Maine, the majority leader, is 
recognized, the hour of 3 o'clock having 
arrived. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, let 
me assure my colleague we will ar
range it so he can complete his re
marks in 5 more minutes. 

We had extended the period for de
bate only until 3 p.m. awaiting the ar
rival of one of the two or three remain
ing Senators who has an amendment. I 
see the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska on the floor ready to proceed. 

Would it be agreeable to the distin
guished manager, following the re
marks of the Senator from Indiana, 
that the Senator from Nebraska be rec
ognized to offer his amendment so we 
can proceed with that amendment? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. That is fine. I think 
it will be 2 or 3 hours. I do not think 
there will be any lengthy amendments 
or lengthy debate. That is fine with 
me. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I hope to do that in 
less time than that, if possible. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I think the leader 
is correct. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if 
agreeable to all concerned I ask 
unanmous consent that the Senator 
from Indiana be permitted to complete 
his remarks, and upon completion of 
remarks the Senator from Nebraska be 
recognized to offer his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Indiana is recog
nized for the completion of his re
marks, and thereafter the Senator 
from Nebraska is recognized for his 
amendment. 

The Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. COATS. I thank the majority 

leader for the opportunity to finish 
this statement, and indicate to him 
and the Senator from Nebraska that I 
should not be more than 4 or 5 minutes, 
or so, until the completion of my state
ment. 

Local officials have shown increasing 
independence from Beijing. And busi
nessmen in the southern provinces 
have become the greatest source of po
litical moderation, providing large 
amounts of money to protesting stu-

dents, and have even risked their own 
lives to participate in the democracy 
movement. Our continued relationship 
with these Chinese can only strengthen 
their resolve and desire for reform. In a 
Washington Post editorial, Gao Xin, 
one of the hunger strikers who was im
prisoned for 6 months following 
Tiananmen Square, expressed his belief 
that maintaining MFN and using it as 
leverage would be the only way to 
strengthen the reformers' positions and 
bring eventual change in China. "Polit
ical liberalization will only come 
gradually and only after economic lib
eralization," he writes. 

Trade is not merely an exchange of 
money but an exchange of ideas-an in
struction in the practice of freedom. It 
opens doors that allow Western demo
cratic ideals to follow. The kind of con
tact between Chinese and Americans 
achieved through business relation
ships, travel, and study may help give 
deeper root to reform. 

The future of Hong Kong should not 
determine our decision on trade, but it 
is important to consider. This is a col
ony which means a great deal to Amer
ican interests in Asia. If China's fa
vored trade status is repealed, Hong 
Kong will suffer. Most of Hong Kong's 
manufacturing is done in China's 
southern provinces by Chinese firms 
employing 2 million people. Seventy 
percent of China's exports go through 
Hong Kong. In his testimony before the 
Senate Finance Committee, the presi
dent of Hong Kong's Chamber of Com
merce reported that one dollar of every 
six of Hong Kong's currency circulates 
in China's Guangdong Province rather 
than in Hong Kong itself. "Because 
Hong Kong is China's primary trade, 
foreign exchange, and technology win
dow," he testified, "the burden of Unit
ed States denial of MFN status to 
China falls disproportionately on Hong 
Kong." Without MFN, the Hong Kong 
government estimates that the colony 
would lose $8.8 to $11. 7 billion in trade. 
The chamber also believes that 70 per
cent of American businesses in Hong 
Kong would be hurt by removal of 
MFN. 

There are other ways to express our 
condemnation of Chinese brutality 
than removing favored trade status. 
The President favors a more selective 
application of pressure and has taken 
pains to show Beijing that we will not 
ignore its oppression. The President 
has announced that the United States 
will ban equipment and technologies 
for export to any Chinese company 
found to be violating standards in mis
sile equipment transfer. He has limited 
the sale of high-speed computers to 
China. He has designated China under 
Special 301 provisions for violation of 
intellectual property rights. He has 
stopped grants from going to the Trade 
Development Program and to the Over
seas Private Investment Corporation. 
And the President has refused to ap-
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prove licenses for exporting United 
States satellite components to China. 

In the last few days, in response to a 
letter from Senator BAucus and other 
Senators, the President reaffirmed his 
commitment to pressuring China to
ward reform. At the recent economic 
summit in London, he discussed his 
concerns about China's human rights 
abuses with our G-7 allies and empha
sized to them that the United States 
would not support multilateral loans 
to China, except for basic human needs. 
He also pledged continued pressure on 
China to adhere to the Nuclear Non
proliferation Treaty and the missile 
technology control regime. The Presi
dent has called on the Customs Service 
to investigate reports of the expor
tation of goods made from prison labor 
and to enforce the 1930 Trade Act Pro
hibitions on forced labor. He will pur
sue an agreement with China to set up 
procedures for speedy investigation of 
violations of United States law. In the 
meantime, if the United States sus
pects that goods have been produced by 
prison labor, they will be denied access 
to our markets. 

The President also made a commit
ment to take the lead in pushing for 
Taiwan's entrance into the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. Such 
a move would reward Taiwan for its 
economic and political freedom while 
making very clear to China that re
form is essential. 

In the last 2 years China has provided 
a disturbing record of repression. But I 
am convinced, with the President, that 
the best strategy to seek change is con
tinued trade. President Bush said in his 
address to Yale University, " [But] the 
most compelling reason to renew MFN 
and remain engaged in China is not 
economic, it's not strategic, but moral. 
It is the right to export the ideals of 
freedom and democracy to China. It is 
the right to encourage Chinese stu
dents to come to the United States , 
and for talented American students to 
go to China. It is wrong to isolate 
China if we hope to influence China.' ' 

Carlos Rangel writes: 
Marxist-Leninist socialism bases its stabil

ity on the concentration of all power; on a 
permanent readiness to employ any degree of 
repression as broad and brutal as may be 
necessary; and on the monopolistic grip on 
the economy and media. These last dissuade 
the population of any hope that there is a 
way out, a way back, and further deepen that 
hopelessness by drilling into subject's minds 
the deterministic notion that inevitably the 
rest of the world will be sooner or later in
fected by the same plague. 

But today, in our world, we see just 
the opposite-a world that is recover
ing from its long bout with that 
plague. Once it was socialism that fed 
on claims of inevitability. Now free
dom seems to have an inevitability of 
its own. Economic and political free
dom are an infection that spreads 
across borders. They are transmitted 
through contacts of learning and trade 

into the most isolated pockets of fear
ful repression. Trade with China can 
continue to be route of reform, a meth
od to spread the infection of freedom. 

It is reported that Chinese hardliners 
have distributed a 1-hour video entitled 
" Eastern Europe in Turmoil." Accord
ing to one viewer, the tape was created 
"to make local Communist officials re
alize that if in a crisis they fail to 
hitch a line to the Communist boat, 
they will all sink together, like 
Ceausescu." 

That fear is the substance of Chinese 
hope. The timetable is unclear. Chinese 
history refuses to be hurried, but it 
makes sense to support those elements 
in China already skilled in the lessons 
of economic freedom. We can do so, I 
think, with a broader confidence. In 
Edmund Burke's works, " Depend on it: 
that the lovers of freedom will be free." 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, the 

President has, for the last few years, 
justified continuation of most-favored
nation [MFN] status for China on both 
moral grounds and the insistence that 
a strong, trading relationship with 
China would give the United States le
verage to encourage changes in that 
country. 

I recognize the advantages of a 
healthy trading relationship with 
China, but unfortunately I am con
cerned that this has not happened, nor 
will it happen, if we continue to allow 
China unconditional MFN status. 

The world was horrified at the events 
in Tiananmen Square over 2 years ago. 
Since that time, repression and serious 
human rights violations have contin
ued-albeit less blatantly-despite 
pressure from abroad. If the United 
States is an advocate of freedom and 
human rights, the Congress must now 
send a stronger message, requiring the 
Chinese Government to account for and 
release those thousands who were un
justly detained for nonviolently dem
onstrating their beliefs. In addition, 
this bill calls for significant progress 
on other aspects of human rights in 
China. Obviously, reform does not hap
pen overnight, but there has been vir
tually no progress in the past 2 years. 
Where is the morality in turning a 
blind eye to that? 

Furthermore, China's flagrant con
tribution to Third World nuclear pro
liferation make granting MFN suspect 
at best. Selling nuclear capability to 
Pakistan, Algeria, Iraq, and Syria, and 
supporting the Khmer Rouge in Cam
bodia-despite frequent assurances 
that they are not doing so-has estab
lished China's reputation as an irre
sponsible partner in the world arms 
market. China should not be favored 
for such deal-making. S. 1367 takes into 
account the urgency and importance of 
stopping these military transfers. 

Finally, and perhaps most relevant 
to United States-Chinese trade rela
tions, are that nation's trading poli-

cies. The extension of MFN status for 
China has had a profound impact on 
North Carolina and other textile-pro
ducing States. Almost 14 percent of all 
United States imports are textiles from 
China. It is difficult for United States 
companies to compete when hourly 
wages for textile workers in the United 
States are around $9.74, compared to 
China's $0.37. 

MFN status was intended to benefit 
the United States to the degree that it 
would hurt us to withdraw it. In fact, it 
is hurting us to continue it. In the past 
2 years, United States exports to China 
have fallen while Chinese exports to 
the United States have risen, increas
ing our trade deficit with China by 67 
percent to $10.4 billion. Judging from 
such a trade deficit, we are not only 
stagnating when it comes to trading 
with the Chinese, we are rapidly falling 
behind. 

The reason for this inequity is not 
American incompetence, but unfair 
Chinese trading practices. Prison labor 
is an integral part of the Chinese econ
omy and the goods so produced are 
being exported, although this is a vio
lation of international and United 
States domestic law. One prison cotton 
mill earned $28.51 million through the 
export of cloth to the United States, 
Germany, and Japan. Additionally, the 
Chinese often mislabel their goods by 
shipping them through other countries, 
a process called transshipping. A Unit
ed States Customs officer in Hong 
Kong estimated that $2 billion worth of 
textiles and apparel entered the United 
States fraudulently in 1990. This is 
clearly damaging to North Carolina 
and the United States economy. 

MFN status is a courtesy intended to 
foster a mutual trading relationship 
between two nations. The evidence 
clearly demonstrates, however, that 
there is nothing mutual about MFN be
tween China and the United States. We 
are granting the Chinese the easiest 
possible access to United States mar
kets, while they persist in raising tar
iffs, regulatory taxes, and licensing 
fees; engage in patent, trademark, and 
copyright piracy, and tighten adminis
trative controls to restrict access to 
Chinese markets. The list goes on. The 
scales are unfairly weighted to benefit 
the Chinese. This bill requires them to 
begin re balancing the scales. 

The word favored in most favored na
tion can be misleading. Very few of the 
many nations we trade with are not ac
corded this status. However, with Chi
na's appalling lack of regard for human 
rights, international stability, and fair 
trade, I cannot at this time condone 
granting them equal status with our 
more responsible trading partners. 

We as Members of the U.S. Congress, 
must hold other nations accountable to 
the agreements they make with us and 
to international standards and laws. 
When China meets the conditions stat
ed in this bill, our trade relations will 
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continue as before. Otherwise, the Sen
ate must exercise its will and condition 
the extension of MFN on China's com
pliance with our requirements. To do 
so is in the interest of American work
ers, Chinese workers, freedom, and 
human rights. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak out on an issue which I 
should not have to speak out on. We 
are debating an issue which we should 
not have to debate. The issue is wheth
er to extend unconditional most-fa
vored-nation status to China. 

What forces us to address this issue 
is the Bush administration's abdication 
of responsibility. What we have here is 
essentially a failure to communicate, a 
failure on the part of this administra
tion to communicate to the Govern
ment of China our opposition to its re
pugnant and worsening human rights 
policies, its illegal trade practices, and 
its reckless nuclear proliferation pro
gram. 

We all know what the Chinese Gov
ernment is doing: It is detaining 
prodemocracy movement members 
without trial, executing political dis
senters, using prison labor, and harsh 
import restrictions to produce an ex
plosive trade surplus with the United 
States, marketing missiles to the Mid
dle East, and reportedly forcing abor
tion and sterilization on its women. 

Nobody debates these charges. The 
question is, what are we going to do 
about them? President Bush wants to 
do nothing. President Bush wants to 
pursue quiet diplomacy with his friends 
in Beijing. Well, Mr. President, the 
Senate should not be quiet or diplo
matic on an issue of this importance. 
Quiet diplomacy for President Bush 
means business as usual, and that isn't 
good enough for this Senator. 

What has been the result of the Bush 
administration's business-as-usual pol
icy? According to Asia Watch, China's 
prisons and labor camps now hold more 
political prisoners than at any time 
since Deng Xiaoping's rise to power in 
the late 1970's. As former Ambassador 
to China Winston Lord testified earlier 
this summer, formal martial law in 
China and Tibet has been replaced by 
equally tight controls that serve the 
same ends. China's judicial system re
mains a cruel farce. 

And China's unfair trading practices 
continue, the result of which is an as
tounding projected trade deficit of $15 
billion for the United States this year, 
third in size behind our deficit with 
Japan and Taiwan. 

What would be the result of a contin
ued business-as-usual policy, of uncon
ditional MFN extension? It would help 
convince Beijing that Americans are 
indifferent to their internal policies of 
repression. It would betray the hopes of 
those progressive democrats in China 
who have been looking to the United 
States for help. It would say that we 
are not going to fight for fair market 

access. And it would surrender the 
most potent instrument of leverage we 
have, favorable access to the world's 
greatest market. 

Besides business-as-usual, what are 
our options? Immediately revoking 
MFN or conditioning it. Is the imme
diate cut off of MFN too drastic of a 
step? Possibly. Is a conditioned MFN 
too blunt a tool? Maybe. Maybe not. 
But we have no other option. Further
more, MFN is the most appropriate 
tool we have. Since the early 1970's, we 
have used MFN to express our justified 
human rights concerns. 

Some argue that conditioning MFN 
will hinder America's economic com
petitiveness and cost American jobs. 
Let me say right out, Mr. President, 
that no one in the Senate is more con
cerned about America's economic com
petitiveness and American jobs than I 
am. And if Beijing weren't unfairly re
stricting our imports, mocking our in
tellectual property rights, and running 
up such a huge trade surplus with us, I 
would be more worried about the pos
sible negative consequences of a condi
tioned MFN for Maryland business. But 
how much worse can it get? A glance at 
the one-way flow of goods and today's 
trade statistics will reveal a very one
sided, unfair trading system-one that 
the current business-as-usual policy 
has done nothing to address. 

With arguments eerily reminiscent of 
those used against imposing sanctions 
on South Africa in 1986, some today 
also assert that conditioning MFN will 
undermine China's progressive, free
market forces. Unfortunately, many of 
these prodemocracy advocates are ei
ther dead, exiled, in prison, or in hid
ing. Furthermore, it is only the pres
sure of a conditioned MFN which can 
simultaneously prod Beijing into liber
alization and embolden China's re
mammg prodemocracy, free-market 
forces. Economic pressure against 
South Africa brought about positive 
changes. It can do the same in China. 

Mr. President, we have no option 
today but to condition MFN for China. 
The Bush administration has given us 
no choice. It has failed to commu
nicate. It has failed to enforce basic 
human rights and fair trade standards. 
Because it has abdicated this respon
sibility, it is up to the Congress to 
communicate to China-to the repres
sive leaders in Beijing as well as to the 
reformers in the countryside-the prin
ciples of democracy and liberalization 
our country stands for. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I am sure 
that all of us in this Chamber agree on 
the policy goals of the United States 
with respect to China: Political and 
economic liberalization as exemplified 
by open markets, freedom of speech, 
travel, and religion, and adherence to 
international standards in the areas of 
nonproliferation and human rights. 
The continuing repression in the wake 
of the Tiananmen Square crackdown is 

a testament to how far China still has 
to go. Unfortunately, no one can say 
with certainty which is the best course 
to help the Chinese people get back on 
the track of democratic reform. 

All of us seek respect for human 
rights in China, and are particularly 
concerned about the fate of those ar
rested during Tiananmen Square. All of 
us deplore the sale of sophisticated 
weapons to unfriendly countries in the 
Middle East. And all of us would like 
China to eliminate barriers to Amer
ican exports. 

The United States should play a con
structive role in shaping the future of 
China, but I question whether trade is 
the most effective tool. Many argue 
that withdrawal of MFN would remove 
one of the best avenues for dialogue 
with the Chinese on human rights, 
arms sales, nuclear nonproliferation, 
and a host of other matters. 

Renewal of MFN for China is a deci
sion that must be made pursuant to the 
relevant statutory requirements. The 
highly charged rhetoric emanating 
from both capitals is not conducive to 
a serious dialog. I, personally, am dis
mayed that Premier Li Peng chose to 
single out Boeing with threats of can
celled contracts if most-favored-nation 
[MFN] trade status is not renewed on 
China's terms. Such threats are frank
ly counterproductive to efforts to ex
tend MFN. As one of the last four hun
ger strikers in Tiananmen Square 
wrote recently in the Washington Post: 

Canceling MFN would help the hardliners 
in what they have been unable to achieve on 
their own-a reassertion of control over the 
nonstate and more progressive sectors of 
China's society and economy. * * * A with
drawal of MFN would give credibility to the 
hardline propagandists who proclaim that 
only socialism and self-reliance can save 
China. 

I would argue that China achieved far 
greater progress in the decade of open
ness to the West than in the previous 40 
years of isolationism. The decision on 
MFN will determine whether China is 
integrated into or isolated from the 
global trading system and the world 
community at large. 

Washington State has more at stake 
in this decision than any other State. 
Washingtonians and many of our com
panies were pioneers in reopening trade 
relations with this venerable nation. 
Today, Washington does more business 
with China than any other State
nearly 16 percent of all United States 
trade with China. Our companies sold 
864 million dollars' worth of products 
to China last year, and imported a 
whopping $2.27 billion. China is espe
cially important to our wheat farmers, 
whose crops are already suffering the 
devastating effects of a severe winter 
freeze. 

Although MFN benefits flow auto
matically from membership in the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade, known as the GATT, for 
nonmarket economy countries like 
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China and the Soviet Union, MFN is a 
privilege, not a right. This privileged 
status makes MFN a powerful instru
ment in our commercial relations with 
nonmarket economy countries. 

In considering the legislation before 
us today, I would suggest that the most 
important yardstick is whether the bill 
provides for meaningful and achievable 
conditions. Unattainable conditions 
will not serve our interest in pursuing 
a broad agenda with the Chinese. 
Meaningless conditions undermine U.S. 
credibility. I believe the Mitchell bill, 
which extends MFN to China for 1 addi
tional year, incorporates conditions 
that are both realistic and achievable. 

It is also important that our policy 
on MFN for China be consistent with 
the policy we have followed for--other 
MFN beneficiaries. We cannot impose 
upon China higher standards than we 
use for other nations, like the Soviet 
Union. 

The Senate and House have the op
portunity to use the annual congres
sional review of MFN to choose be
tween a policy of cooperation or con
frontation with the Chinese. A return 
to the failed isolationism of the past 
would be wrongheaded politically and 
devastating economically to the citi
zens of Washington State. I will work 
to assure that the Congress chooses co
operation. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the Sen
ate's debate and vote on S. 1367 will 
greatly affect the future of relations 
between the United States and the Peo
ple's Republic of China. S. 1367 applies 
a number of conditions to the future 
renewal of most-favored-nation [MFNJ 
trading status for China. The reason 
for applying these conditions is to push 
the Chinese Government into making 
changes in its domestic policy. 

I doubt there is a Member in this 
body who is not concerned about the 
human rights abuses that have oc
curred in China since the suppression 
of the Tiananmen Square democracy 
demonstration. Last year's debate cen
tered on the human rights problems in 
China. Now MFN has turned into the 
pill designed to cure all of China's ills. 
But we must ask ourselves, Mr. Presi
dent, what can be done to resolve these 
problems? Is the path to resolution, 
conditions on most-favored-nation 
trade status? I would argue "No." 

Mr. President, MFN is a trade rela
tionship that mutually benefits the 
United Sta.tes and the corresponding 
country through lower tariffs and trade 
barriers. It is a trade relationship that 
we enjoy with all but a handful of na
tions. Eleven countries do not receive 
MFN status from the United States: 
Albania, Cambodia, Cuba, Laos, North 
Korea, and Vietnam; Afghanistan and 
Romania had MFN but lost it; Bul
garia, Mongolia, and the Soviet Union 
have received Jackson-Vanik waivers, 
but MFN cannot be extended until Con
gress approves the trade agreements. 

The list is small, Mr. President. If one 
looks at our relations with the coun
tries on this list, one can see that ap
plying conditions or revoking MFN for 
China will certainly not enhance our 
ability to influence the Government in 
Beijing. 

The human rights situation in China 
has improved immensely since MFN 
was first granted in 1980. Part of the 
improvement has been through the di
rect contact between United States pri
vate industry and agriculture, and 
their counterparts in China. One of the 
most effective means we have of caus
ing change in China is through our eco
nomic ties with that country, and 
through continued dialog. Part of the 
grassroots prodemocracy movement in 
China has resulted from this economic 
interaction. Those provinces with the 
best human rights records are also 
those provinces that are most heavily 
involved in trade with the United 
States. Mr. President, United States 
trade with China is not merely the 
trade of economic goods, it is also the 
trade of ideas-ideas about democracy, 
capitalism, and freedom. Revoking 
MFN, or applying conditions to MFN 
will terminate that grassroots influ
ence in China. 

Again, Mr. President, what are we 
trying to achieve here, and how can we 
best meet our goal? We are trying to 
improve human rights in China. Revok
ing MFN will not resolve that problem. 
Revoking MFN to improve human 
rights in a Communist country has not 
worked in the past, and there is no in
dication that it will work now. The 
suspension of MFN for Romania only 
served to damage our relations with 
that country, having no effect on the 
human rights situation there. 

Some have said that the United 
States should take the lead in this 
problem. If the United States applies 
conditions, our trading partners will 
follow suit. Taking unilateral actions 
such as this legislation would impose, 
will result in providing a greater mar
ket share in China for our trading part
ners. The increase of Japanese and Eu
ropean activities in China does not sup
port the theory that our trading part
ners are waiting for the United States 
to take action. The United States is 
now alone among Western countries in 
continuing to maintain its original 
Tiananmen sanctions against China. 
No other country has considered with
drawing MFN trade status in response 
to concerns about Chinese policies. If 
we take these actions, Mr. President, 
we take them alone, and we put our 
own producers and manufacturers at a 
gross disadvantage. The products we 
sell to China are easily provided by 
other producers, and given the com
petition for markets, the void we cre
ate in China will quickly be filled by 
one of our trading partners. 

As I said, Mr. President, MFN is a 
trade relationship. There are problems 

with that trade relationship which 
need to be resolved through trade ac
tions such as section 301, not by cut
ting off trade. We have problems with 
other trading partners, but we would 
not revoke MFN status to resolve mar
ket access problems with countries 
like Japan, or the nations of the Euro
pean Community. Therefore, revoking 
MFN should not be used to resolve our 
market access problems in China. 

China is also an important market 
for United States agriculture products. 
For example, China is the United 
States' largest cash customer for 
wheat. Given the current glut of wheat 
in the international market, loss of 
this market would be devastating to 
U.S. farmers. Last year, United States 
farmers sold almost 500 million dollars' 
worth of wheat to China; part of which 
was wheat from my State, Idaho. Loss 
of this market would be disastrous to 
my farmers, and to the whole economy 
of the State. The United States exports 
over 500 million dollars' worth of phos
phates to China, a significant portion 
of which comes from Idaho. The United 
States has a significant trade deficit 
with China, Mr. President, but cutting 
off current trade will not improve our 
overall trade deficit. Rather it will ag
gravate it. 

Applying conditions to MFN would 
amount to a public challenge by our 
Government that would be impossible 
for the Chinese leadership to meet. The 
Chinese Government would never suc
cumb to this sort of unilateral pressure 
because it would imply a weakness on 
their part. Therefore attaching condi
tions will simply serve as a 1-year no
tice of termination of relations be
tween the United States and China. 

The reaction of the Chinese Govern
ment after the House voted for condi
tions clearly tells us that conditions 
will not produce change. The Chinese 
Government denounced congressional 
action as a "gross interference in Chi
na's internal affairs, which the Chinese 
Government firmly rejects." According 
to a Washington Post article, foreign 
ministry official Duan Jin said, "We 
would like to urge the U.S. Congress to 
stop this kind of practice * * * so as to 
avoid a serious retrogression on the re
lations between China and the United 
States." 

Mr. President, there are other op
tions at hand that can be used to re
solve these issues; options that will 
help work to resolve some of the prob
lems that have been highlighted by 
proponents of conditions. I recently 
joined my colleague from Montana, 
Senator BAUCUS, in sending a letter to 
the administration requesting com
ment on the various problems that 
have been raised in this debate. I hope 
that my colleagues will take a moment 
to look at the administration's re
sponse and weigh the merits of tar
geted actions versus revoking MFN. I 
think they will see the value to both 
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the United States, and to the people of 
China, in addressing the specific prob
lems in China with specific actions 
rather than following a blanket policy 
that will serve only to obscure this 
issue in the United States Congress. 

Let's begin with the main issue be
hind conditions on MFN, human rights. 
The administration has publicly ex
pressed concern regarding the situation 
in Tiananmen Square, and subsequent 

. actions taken by the Chinese Govern
ment. We have suspended bilateral pro
grams and high-level exchanges. Only a 
limited number of visits addressing is
sues like human rights, nonprolifera
tion, unfair trade practices, and nar
cotics have been approved. All military 
exchanges have been suspended. There 
has been a halt to the transfer of mili
tary or dual-use technology, and we 
have worked with our Cocom partners 
to suspend planned liberalization of ex
port controls to China. The administra
tion has also been committed to an on
going dialog with the Chinese, address
ing the human rights problems--this 
would of course end if conditions are 
applied to MFN. Progress has occurred, 
but a great deal remains to be done. 
Through the commitment of the ad
ministration to continue these efforts, 
our Government will have far greater 
impact than by cutting off relations 
with China. 

Nuclear proliferation and arms sales 
have been added to the laundry list of 
problems that revoking MFN can re
solve. In response to the Baucus letter 
the administration outlines its efforts 
with the Chinese, discussing issues of 
nonproliferation. The Chinese have re
sponded positively. They played a con
structive role in the recent Middle East 
arms control talks in Paris and have 
agreed to work in followup meetings to 
resolve remaining issues. And, as I 
said, there have been efforts to restrict 
technology transfer with our trading 
partners while this issue is unresolved. 
Applying conditions to MFN status, 
Mr. President, will not induce the Chi
nese Government to continue working 
toward resolving this problem. 

Our current trade deficit with China 
has been brought into this issue of ap
plying conditions to MFN status. The 
administration in April, directed the 
United States Trade Representative to 
identify China as a priority foreign 
country under the Special 301 provi
sions of the Trade Act because of prob
lems with protection of United States 
intellectual property rights. The ad
ministration has committed to further 
trade actions if no progress is made 
during the investigation. In regards to 
access problems, meetings with Chi
nese trade officials are scheduled for 
this August to continue talks initiated 
in June of this year. If the Chinese fail 
to make commitments to improve ac
cess, the administration has commit
ted to self-initiate further action under 
section 301. 

The administration has also made a 
number of assurances to block the im
port of goods produced by forced prison 
labor. The administration has stated 
that they would continue to closely 
monitor this issue and strictly enforce 
relevant legislation concerning prison
labor exports. The President has com
mitted to the following additional ac
tions: 

The Department of State will seek to nego
tiate a memorandum of understanding with 
China on procedures for the prompt inves
tigation of allegations that specific imports 
from China were produced by prison labor. 
Pending negotiation of this agreement, the 
United States Customs Services will deny 
entry to products imported from China when 
there is reasonable indication that the prod
ucts were made by prison labor. 

The President· also stated he would 
provide additional Customs officials for 
identifying prison-labor products and 
illegal textile transhipment. 

Some very positive actions have re
sulted from this debate, such as the ad
ministration's actions outlined above. 
However, there is one that I would like 
to highlight, and that is the comments 
the President made regarding Taiwan's 
accession to the GATT. In his response 
to the Baucus letter, the President 
stated that: 

The United States has a firm position of 
supporting the accession of Taiwan on terms 
acceptable to GA TT contracting parties. The 
United States will begin to work actively 
with other contracting parties to resolve in 
a favorable manner the issues relating to 
Taiwan's GATT accession. 

Many of us here in the Senate have 
long been supportive of this action, and 
are pleased to see this commitment to 
action by the administration. 

Mr. President, applying conditions to 
MFN will not resolve the problems that 
have been addressed on this floor. 
Human rights are not going to improve 
if we apply conditions to MFN. Our 
trade deficit is not going to lessen if we 
apply conditions to MFN. Chinese arms 
sales are not going to end if we apply 
conditions to MFN. Mr. President, cre
ative thinking and targeted actions 
such as those the administration has 
recommended will work toward a reso
lution of the problems that exist in the 
relations between the United States 
and China. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, the 
administration has asked the Congress 
to continue to extend most-favored-na
tion status to China without condi
tions. Having listened to the litany of 
problems we have with China, this 
seems like an unreasonable request. 
But I urge my colleagues to examine 
this question very closely. 

We must ask ourselves what is the 
most effective way to influence the 
policymakers in Beijing, the people 
who make the policies which we in 
America so detest. Revoking MFN now 
may slam shut the door to relations 
with China after so many have worked 
to crack it open. 

STRENGTHENING THE HARDLINERS 

I share the concerns of many of my 
colleagues that somehow we must force 
China to respect international law. 
However, removal of MFN is not the 
way to influence policy in China. 
Throwing China back into the isolation 
she experienced from the 1950's to the 
1970's will strengthen the very leaders 
which ordered the tanks into the 
streets in June of 1989. Those leaders 
were faced with demands from their 
own citizens to reform their economic 
system, to reform their political sys
tem, to end their daily practices of cor
ruption. 

The protesters in the street during 
the Tiananmen incident were begging 
their leaders to allow them some of the 
same freedoms that we enjoy in Amer
ica and the West. Those protestors 
learned about what they wanted from 
their Government through trade and 
exchange with the West. In fact, events 
in Eastern Europe in recent years have 
shown just what a powerful influence 
western ideas can have on a totali
tarian society. 

But the leaders in Beijing realized 
that the protestors' demands meant 
that their own power was in jeopardy, 
that their own system of dictatorial 
rule was close to collapse. So the lead
ers cracked down on the students and 
workers and demonstrators. 

What else did that leadership do? It 
tried to curtail the opportunities for 
its citizens to engage and exchange 
with the West. 

Trade, education, literature, media 
contact-all these things represented a 
threat to their grip on power. 

And for a short time it worked. Stu
dents were denied the right to come to 
the United States to study. Foreign ex
change was tightly controlled, dis
abling businesses with joint venture 
partners from the West from complet
ing contracts. 

But, Mr. President, the good news of 
reform had already spread in China, 
and its symptoms are again beginning 
to appear. Studnts are finding ways to 
go abroad for study. Entrepreneurs are 
setting up enterprises to earn foreign 
exchange and they are trading abroad. 

Just as the reformers--the students, 
the workers, the protesters--are slowly 
and quietly finding ways to push back 
on the open door, we in America are 
contemplating ways to give the leader
ship in Beijing the fuel to slam that 
door shut again. For just as soon as we 
lay down the conditions stated in this 
bill, you can rest assured that the 
small group of very old men at the top 
in Beijing will grab at the chance to 
shut out what they claim to be the 
"evil West." 

REVOKING MFN WILL CUT OFF OUR INFLUENCE 

If we chose to revoke MFN, surely 
many changes in our relationship with 
China will follow. Contacts with the 
United States will halt on all levels. 
Students will be denied visas to come 
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to the United States to study. Foreign 
exchange controls will stiffen, market 
reforms--which are just starting to 
take off again-will end, and those who 
engage in free enterprise may be sub
ject to reeducation and political train
ing. 

What will this lead to? Our ability to 
influence policy in China will drop to 
zero. Instead America will be the favor
ite target of those struggling to keep 
communism alive in China, as it dies 
around the globe. We will lose the abil
ity to try to force China to respect 
laws of international trade. 

We will lose the ability to influence 
China to release political prisoners. We 
will increase the likelihood of sales of 
weapons of mass destruction by ensur
ing that foreign exhange will be in 
greater demand. 

LOSS OF MFN HURTS WRONG PEOPLE 

Mr. President, my colleagues have 
been very eloquent in describing the 
long list of interests that will be hurt 
if we decide to revoke most-favored-na
tion status from China. I will not dwell 
on them all but let me just highlight a 
few: 

Removing MFN will almost imme
diately put at least 2 million Chinese 
citizens from the most reformed coast
al regions out of work. 

Removing MFN will greatly desta
bilize a Hong Kong which is already 
suffering from an uncertain future. 

Removing MFN will harm American 
business interests-interests that bring 
western ideas of democracy and free 
markets into China. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, no one is pleased with 
the present state of relations between 
China and the United States. 

As vice chairman of the Intelligence 
Committee and member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, I am deeply con
cerned over reports of China's missile 
sales to the Mideast. I am also greatly 
concerned with unfair trade practices 
and human rights abuses. 

None of these issues can go unan
swered; we must pressure China to con
form to international norms of behav
ior. But the past 2 years have not been 
"business as usual" as many critics of 
administration policy have claimed. 

There is a long list of sanctions al
ready in place and I support these sanc
tions The President has initiated a 301 
trade investigation on intellectual 
property rights. 

The President has instructed U.S. 
Customs to deny entry to any good sus
pected of being produced by forced 
labor. 

Satellite sales and other high tech
nology goods have be-en denied export 
licenses. 

Our highest level human rights offi
cials have held talks in Beijing to im
press on China the importance of ac
counting for and releasing any political 
prisoners. 

There is also a long list of sanctions 
and actions which the administration 

outlined last week that will be pursued 
in the future if China is not forthcom
ing on addressing our concerns. These 
specific actions are the correct way to 
influence policy in China and to keep 
the pressure on. What we need is a tar
geted approach that will take true aim 
at each issue. 

Removing MFN is a broad stroke 
that may very well inflict pain on re
form elements in China and bolster a 
dying Communist regime. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to strongly endorse an un
conditional renewal of most-favored
nation trading status for the People's 
Republic of China. 

Until recently, I was genuinely unde
cided on this issue. It was with an open 
mind that, over the Fourth of July re
cess, I visited Hong Kong and Thailand. 
While there, I discussed the issue with 
Hong Kong and People's Republic of 
China Government officials, politicians 
from both ends of the political spec
trum, American and foreign business
men, and working men and women in 
the region. My colleagues might be in
terested to know that, after 7 days and 
dozens of meetings, I could not find one 
person who thought the United States 
should withdraw MFN status or extend 
it with conditions. 

To the contrary, these folks agreed 
unanimously that the reform move
ment within the People's Republic of 
China, as well as the long-term inter
ests of the region and of the United 
States, will be best served by an uncon
ditional extension of MFN. 

Before voting on the Mitchell bill, I 
urge my colleagues to step back for a 
moment and examine what we really 
hope to accomplish here. Is our goal to 
simply express outrage and punish 
China for its egregious behavior? Or is 
our goal to encourage long-term inter
nal reform in that country? I believe, 
Mr. President, our goal should be re
form. And the facts have convinced me 
that reform is best achieved by engage
ment through MFN trading status. 

To be sure, the temptation to punish 
China is strong. Beijing's behavior 
since June 4, 1989, has been outrageous 
and out of step with global events. 
While the rest of the world moves to
ward freedom and democracy, China 
continues to suppress human rights, ig
nore international efforts to control 
arms sales, pursue Machi ·.vellian trade 
policies-including the ex_port of prod
ucts made by prison labor-to increase 
their foreign reserves, and lend moral 
and financial support to murderous or
ganizations like the Khmer Rouge. 

Indeed, Mr. President, Beijing has 
done an excellent job of putting its 
MFN status at risk. And some now say 
we should punish China by denying 
MFN renewal or by attaching condi
tions that make renewal next year im
possible. 

Well, doing so will certainly con
stitute a punitive action. Unfortu-

nately, it will punish all the people of 
China for the actions of a few octoge
narians in Beijing. It will further iso
late China and limit our influence 
there. It will snuff out the faint but 
hopeful flame of free market growth in 
southern and coastal China. It will 
damage the booming economies--and 
struggling democracies--in Hong Kong 
and Taiwan. And it will undoubtedly, 
make many Members of this body feel 
good. 

But it will not bring about political 
reform in China. My meetings in Hong 
Kong and Thailand have convinced me 
that the driving force behind political 
change in China is and will continue to 
be economic development. 

Take, for example, Guangdong Prov
ince. Guangdong, which borders Hong 
Kong, has a relatively free market and 
healthy economy. The province enjoys 
close commercial and social ties with 
Hong Kong. Hong Kong's economy is 
increasingly tied to the export indus
try of Guangdong Province. Thousands 
of Hong Kong firms have shifted ex
port-related production facilities into 
southern China, creating thousands of 
jobs in the region. Not surprisingly, 
Guangdong Province is a reformist 
stronghold over which Beijing has been 
unable to gain control. 

Punishing Beijing by withdrawing 
MFN will kill reform efforts in areas 
like Guangdong Province and hand the 
hardliners exactly what they so des
perately want: control over the social 
and economic systems in these progres
sive regions. 

It will also hurt Hong Kong's ability 
to export Western ideals to the south
ern provinces of China. It is estimated 
that withdrawal of China's MFN status 
could cost Hong Kong 43,000 jobs and Sl 
billion in income. Such a blow would 
further erode local confidence in a 
smooth transition in 1997 and acceler
ate outward migration from Hong 
Kong, already at alarmingly high lev
els. It would also certainly stifle the 
current attempt in Hong Kong to de
velop a system of direct elections prior 
to the 1997 reversion. 

Mr. President, we all abhor China's 
behavior and we all want to see politi
cal change in that nation. But I urge 
my colleagues to resist quick, feel-good 
solutions. 

Gao Xin, a dissident who spent 6 
months in a Chinese prison for his hun
ger strike on Tiananmen Square in 
1989, is closer to the issue than any of 
us here. I think he summed it up cor
rectly in a recent Washington Post edi
torial. GAO Xin writes: 

I can understand the anger that many 
Americans feel towards China's hard-line 
rulers. I share that anger, but not the con
clusion that the United States should cut off 
China's most-favored-nation trading status. 
* * * The MFN debate constitutes a long
term means of continuing to pressure the 
Chinese leadership to improve its human 
rights record. If MFN is withdrawn, the Unit
ed States will lose the critical leverage need
ed to help the Chinese people. 
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I say to my colleagues, let us not 

play into the hands of the Beijing 
hardliners by canceling MFN or attach
ing conditions that will result in a can
cellation next year. Let us not give up 
this leverage. We have a duty to the 
Chinese people to remain engaged with 
Beijing through economic relations to 
bring about political reform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Nebraska is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 805 

(Purpose: To require the President to under
take efforts to ensure that other countries 
impose trade restrictions against China if 
restrictions are imposed by the United 
States) 
Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk and I ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY] 

proposes an amendment numbered 805. 
Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow

ing new section: 
SEC. • SANCTIONS BY OTIIER COUNTRIES. 

If, pursuant to this Act, nondiscriminatory 
(most-favored-nation) treatment is denied or 
a decision is made to terminate such treat
ment, most-favored-nation status for the 
People's Republic of China shall be rescinded 
60 days after such denial or decision to ter
minate. During such 60-day period, the Presi
dent shall undertake efforts to ensure that 
members of the General Agreement on Tar
iffs and Trade take similar action with re
spect to the People's Republic of China. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I first 
of all want to applaud the distin
guished Senator from Texas and the 
distinguished Senator from Maine in 
their effort to bring this bill to a vote. 
I know it is difficult to do. And I must 
say, at the same time, that I have a 
great deal of respect for the distin
guished Senator from Montana. I know 
he is concerned about potential adverse 
impact upon U.S. economic interests. 

But I must say, Mr. President, I have 
heard many of the arguments against 
the bill and I would like to very briefly 
comment on some of them. But as a 
foundation, Mr. President, one of the 
questions I think that all of us have to 
ask and answer is whether or not the 
United States under any circumstance 
should attempt to interfere with the 
internal policies of another nation. 

We very often hear in response to our 
criticism of either the military policies 
or the trade policies or the domestic 
policies of some other nation, we hear 
their leaders saying, "Don't meddle. 
You are meddling in our internal af
fairs and thus you should not engage us 
in that way. Allow us to take care of 
our own internal affairs," we are told. 

Mr. President, perhaps prior to the 
events of the last 3 years that kind of 
an argument would have persuaded a 
majority. I would observe in my own 
case that I possessed far more skep
ticism 3 years ago about our capacity 
to influence in a constructive fashion 
the events of internal affairs of some 
other nation. But after listening to 
Vaclav Havel, Lech Walesa, and Nelson 
Mandela come to joint meetings of the 
U.S. Congress and say to us "Thank 
you for standing for our freedom," 
most of that skepticism is gone. 

I still hear the same arguments, any 
time it is proposed that Americans sac
rifice for the freedom of others, that 
perhaps the sacrifice is too great; the 
same sort of arguments that were used 
against taking action on behalf of the 
freedom of now the President of 
Czechoslovakia, and the President of 
Poland, and Nelson Mandela. The argu
ments essentially were, "The price is 
too great. We can find other ways. We 
can accomplish the objective in some 
other way." 

Personally, I hear in the words of the 
President of the United States, Presi
dent Bush, at Yale, saying that we 
should continue the course that we are 
on with China and we are exporting the 
values of democracy. And I find myself 
reflecting instead on a different course, 
the course in fact that we are suggest
ing that should be taken with this bill. 
That is the course that recognizes that 
freedom is gained, freedom is secured, 
freedom is guaranteed when we are 
able to set aside our fear of losing not 
only what we own but perhaps even life 
itself. 

Mr. President, the old men who run 
the Chinese Government place a very 
high value on order, and we will say 
that they need to press their people, 
they need to take action against their 
people in order to preserve order. They 
say we just do not understand that 
order is a very high V{l.lue and if we 
only understood that, we would not be 
interferring in this way. 

Mr. President, I believe the people of 
the United States do understand that 
there are tradeoffs between order and 
freedom. Those of us who believe that 
the United States should stand for free
dom understand that there are times as 
well when we do have to pay a price, 
when we do have to set aside an eco
nomic interest and volunteer to go to 
serve our country, volunteer to wage 
the battle for freedom. 

Mr. President, we all have given 
speeches on the Fourth of July and on 
Memorial Day and other sorts of events 
when we pause to reflect upon those 
who have paid a price. This proposal is 
a suggestion that we are going to pay a 
price again and that it is worthwhile 
paying, Mr. President. 

None of us underestimate that fact. 
None of us, I believe, have not evalu
ated and calculated what sort of a price 
the United States of America could pay 

to assist the people of China in their 
struggle for freedom. 

I believe that is the essential ques
tion here in this debate. Are we pre
pared to pay a price? Or do we simply 
want to continue the course of diplo
macy and negotiation and discussions 
to try and move and dislodge the Gov
ernment of the People's Republic of 
China? 

I do not think there is much dispute 
that something needs to be done. I 
have heard the debate and I hear those 
who oppose the Mitchell proposal. I do 
not here them saying that they believe 
that something should not be done. 

I just heard the distinguished Sen
ator from Indiana identify the problem 
very articulately and suggest an alter
native course. It seems to me that is a 
presentation that fairly accurately rep
resents even those who strongly oppose 
this action in this legislation. 

There are some who have argued very 
specific alternative courses that would, 
they believe, be better than this par
ticular course of action. But, Mr. Presi
dent, it seems to me that what all the 
alternatives lack is that hard willing
ness to give for somebody else, that in
calculable willingness to sacrifice. 

There is still in the alternative pro
posals a belief that somehow we are 
going to secure freedom easily, that it 
will occur without an effort, that we 
can do it just with a little trade, that 
we can do it with just a little negotia
tion, that in a little time perhaps the 
People's Republic of China's Govern
ment will moderate their policies. 

Mr. President, I do not believe free
dom is secured in that fashion. I do not 
think it falls like manna from heaven. 
I do not believe it springs from out of 
the the ground by accident. And the 
skepticism I had in fact here when I ar
rived in 1988--89 has been substantially 
diminished as a consequence of sub
stantial sacrifices by the American 
people on behalf of the men and women 
of Eastern Europe and the men and 
women of South Africa and the men 
and women throughout this world. 

Mr. President, in the postcontain
ment world, we are increasingly going 
to be called upon and are going to have 
to answer the question: Are we ready 
to pay a price? And if we do not, Mr. 
President, I believe freedom will re
treat. I believe that the boundaries 
that now encircle free men and women 
on this Earth will be beaten back. 

I know that there are some who have 
argued against using most-favored-na
tion status as a tool, and some have 
presented some persuasive arguments 
for alternatives that do in fact require 
some sacrifice. 

I have heard some say "Well, other 
nations do not do it. Other nations 
have not proposed to do this." Mr. 
President, the United States of Amer
ica has led in many instances where no 
other nation was willing to go, where 
no other nation was willing to pay a 



19336 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 23, 1991 
price, where no other nation was will
ing to make the sacrifice. And we 
should not, simply because the evi
dence shows that other nations are 
doing nothing, retreat from I believe a 
serious cry for freedom coming from 
the people of China itself. 

I have heard secondary arguments 
that this is inconsistent, that what we 
do with the Chinese is not being ap
plied to the people in other parts of the 
world. I hear persuasive arguments, in 
fact, for doing the same thing for Syria 
and other nations who engage in ter
rorism. But, Mr. President, with all 
due respect for the argument of con
sistency, I have heard it used too often 
here in the short period of time that I 
have been here to believe that it has 
much merit, particularly in the area of 
foreign policy. 

The question here is not are we going 
to try to make certain that our foreign 
policy is consistent across the board; 
the question is do we recognize the cry 
of freedom from the people of China 
and do we recognize that China is ex
porting weapons, Mr. President, and 
God forbid that our sons and daughters 
are called upon to fight an enemy that 
is using the weapons that are being ex
ported by the People 's Republic of 
China. 

'The People 's Republic of China can
not be restrained; it seems to me that 
we must take action and not fall upon 
a sword of consistency. Mr. President, 
when the call comes to fight for free
dom, we should only ask ourselves, are 
we going to respond? 

Last, Mr. President, there is a con
cern that the United States not simply 
go it alone. I find that to be somewhat 
of a persuasive argument and the 
amendment that I have introduced at
tempted to address that. It does not re
lieve the United States of America 
from the burden of leadership. It does 
not say to us, well, as soon as the 
Swedes do something, as soon as 
French do something, as soon as some
body else takes some action, then we 
will respond. As soon as we get a ma
jority, then the United States of Amer
ica will lead. It does not relieve us, Mr. 
President, from the burden of leader
ship. That burden still falls heavily 
upon us, and I believe we should as
sume it, with great respect for the peo
ple who have presented us with the 
freedom we have in America. 

Mr. President, it simply says the 
President of the United States, if he 
believes that most-favored-nation sta
tus is going to be rescinded as a con
sequence of the People's Republic of 
China not adhering to the simple 
conditons that are laid out in the bill 
before us, that the President of the 
United States is asked to put together 
an international or multinational coa
lition. 

He is asked to make an effort to put 
together a multinational effort, eco
nomic effort, in support of an objective 

of greater freedom for the People's Re
public of China, for the cessation of 
abuse of human rights, for the ces
sation of trade policies that on their 
face deserve swift and stern action by 
the United States of America, and for 
cessation of weapons sales to nations 
that no one in this Congress trusts. 

This simply presents to the President 
of the United States the opportunity to 
lead an international coalition as effec
'Gively as he had demonstrated the ca
pacity to do in marshaling the forces of 
this world against the nation of Iraq. I 
believe this is a reasonable amendment 
that enables us to make certain that it 
will be a multinational effort; it will be 
not just the United States alone. 

But I say for emphasis, it will fall 
upon this country many times in the 
future to assume the mantle of leader
ship. And it will occasionally be lonely. 
And it will occasionally be frightening. 
And we will occasionally wonder what 
is the economic impact going to be; 
what are we giving up in order to se
cure something as intangible as free
dom? I hope and pray we do not shirk 
that responsibility in the future. We 
have not shirked it in the past and, as 
a consequence, the advance of freedom 
appears to be inexorable. 

But I do not believe it is. It has been 
secured with sacrifice, and it will be 
preserved and expanded only with sac
rifice. 

I am prepared to yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, as 

manager of the bill for the majority, I 
have examined the legislation of the 
Senator from Nebraska. I want to con
gratulate him. I think it aids the piece 
of legislation. What we are talking 
about is, if we go ahead and deny MFN 
to China, the President himself should 
do everything he can to get the inter
national community to support it. 

International sanctions are really 
more effective when you get a multi
lateral approach to them; when you get 
other countries involved. I think a 
good example of economic sanctions 
working was what happened in South 
Africa and the change of course there. 
And, of course, what the President was 
able to do in Iraq: Putting an inter
national embargo in effect on Saddam 
Hussein and having a considerable im
pact on that country. 

So I think this is a plus. It is helpful 
to the legislation, and I support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? The Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I would 
add some additional detail that is im
portant only in the regard that it 
makes clear how I have arrived at the 
decision I have arrived at, which is to 
support the bill before us and to off er 
this particular amendment. 

Mr. President, earlier this year I had 
a difficult vote presented to me in the 

form of a question: Should we give the 
President fast-track authority to nego
tiate an agreement between 107 na
tions, called the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade, and a new agree
ment between the United States and 
Mexico that would include Canada, and 
thus has been described as the North 
American free-trade agreement. 

It was a difficult vote for me. I un
questionably see some potential nega
tive impact. I am concerned about that 
potential negative impact. It is not 
clear by any stretch that the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade is 
going to be negotiated satisfactorily. 
There are a number of roadblocks still 
in the way. 

But I want to establish for the 
RECORD that I voted with the majority. 
I was persuaded most particularly, I 
will say, by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Texas. His arguments on 
behalf of free trade and looking to 
lower barriers for trade were most per
suasive. I believe that the long-term 
interests of the United States of Amer
ica are served by us leading the world 
again. 

There is no question we will have to 
lead the world in the area of trade. 
Thus, this action we take now should 
not be reduced simply to a trade issue, 
as many would like to do. This is not a 
trade issue. This is a moral issue. This 
is an issue of the United States of 
America leading in a very important 
moral sense. 

As I said earlier, and I say again for 
emphasis, the highest morality of all is 
illustrated by our actions when we 
demonstrate that we are not afraid of 
losing those things that we have; that 
we are not afraid of losing, perhaps, 
our own life in behalf of someone else. 

This should not be seen as a trade 
issue. It is not, in my judgment, any
thing other than the United States of 
America attempting to influence the 
People's Republic of China, and to say 
that we believe in much higher values 
than we see being expressed by that 
Government. 

I appreciate further that the People's 
Republic of China buys a large number 
of products from the United States. 
Particularly, they buy a lot of agricul
tural products. I have heard from a 
large number of producers in my State, 
farmers in Nebraska, who are con
cerned about the potential adverse ef
fect that this legislation would have; 
that sending a signal like this to 
China, attempting to influence China, 
could cause the Chinese to buy their 
product from someone else. 

I point out two things in that regard. 
One, the Chinese have used our Export 
Enhancement Program to purchase 
wheat, and then have used that wheat 
to substitute for feed grains, and then 
turned around and exported corn in 
competition with us. So the slate is not 
quite as clean or clear as might appear 
on the surface. It is not a question, 
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simply, that the United States of 
America is giving up market share. In 
fact, some of our sales have caused us 
to lose market share. 

I have heard, as well, some say the 
French made a major sale of wheat to 
the Chinese recently, and more of that 
will happen if we enact this legislation. 
The way to stop that sale of wheat 
from France to China is not by voting 
against this bill. The way to stop that 
sale is to encourage the President to be 
far more forceful than he has been will
ing to be in persuading our friends in 
the European Community that they 
should accept the recommendations 
made by Mr. McSharry that call for 
substantial reductions in their internal 
subsidies and their external subsidies. 

Once again, I must say it appeared to 
me, though the President said a few 
things about it last week in London
he talked a bit about wanting to do it-
it appears to me again the President 
was a little bit worried about, perhaps, 
offending our G-7 colleagues, and thus 
did not spend a great deal of time 
pointing out that unless the Europeans 
make those reductions, not only will 
we not have an agreement on GATT, 
but we are apt to have a very expensive 
and very damaging trade war. 

So rather than using the sale of 
French wheat to China as an example 
of something that might happen if we 
vote now, I believe that serves as a 
very strong example of what the Gov
ernment of the United States needs to 
do under all circumstances to reduce 
this kind of subsidized sale that the 
French and Europeans are far too will
ing to participate in that indeed is dis
torting trade; that is making it dif
ficult for us to capture fair share of 
market; and is not only costing our 
farmers and our taxpayers, but in the 
end, produces, I think, significant dis
tortions throughout our policy. 

Mr. President, I hope that my col
leagues not only will accept this 
amendment but they will vote for the 
bill. I know it is difficult. I know that 
there are pieces of concern that we 
have, that we have heard from business 
interests, that say the price is too 
great. I do not believe that the price is 
too great, Mr. President. I believe the 
price that we will be paying with this 
particular action is warranted by the 
evidence at hand that we have and the 
behavior of the People's Republic of 
China. 

Mr. President, before I explain my 
amendment, I would like to comment 
briefly on the general issue before us. 

Included among the many appeals 
that we have received from the admin
istration on the China-MFN issue are 
numerous warnings such as the follow
ing: 

By threatening to withdraw or condition 
MFN, we allow this vital link to be held hos
tage to the reactions of a small group of 
hardline leaders in Beijing. 

By the administration's own admis
sion, the policies that govern a nation 

of more than 1 billion people, and the 
U.S. response to those policies, are 
being shaped by "a small group of 
hardline leaders in Beijing." 

In view of the administration's ex
treme sensitivity on the MFN issue, 
and its reluctance to push the Chinese 
on the whole range of concerns that 
gave rise to the majority leader's bill, 
it is clear to me that in fact it is ad
ministration policy that is being held 
hostage to ''a small group of hardline 
leaders in Beijing." 

In the face of the President's just-be
patient appeal toward China, I am in
clined to conclude that administration 
policy entails little more than waiting 
for this small group of hardline leaders 
to quite literally, pass on. 

Mr. President, in the brief time that 
I have been in the Senate I have seen 
the likes of Vaclav Havel, Lech Walesa, 
and Nelson Mandela come before Con
gress to describe their courageous ef
forts to replace repression and tyranny 
in their own country with freedom and 
democracy. Each of those remarkable 
leaders thanked the American people 
and the U.S. Government for standing 
with them in support of democratic 
ideals, and for giving force to that sup
port in the form of political and eco
nomic sanctions. 

I do not believe that Lech Walesa 
would be the popularly elected Presi
dent of Poland today if we had told 
him, "Be patient, your time will come. 
Your elders will eventually leave the 
scene. Until then, the United States 
will continue business as usual, and 
we 'll just wait them out." 

The single question I ask of the 
President is: Why is China different? 

Mr. President, the purpose of my 
amendment is to help ensure that the 
United States does not go it alone if we 
attempt to promote U.S. policy 
through the imposition of economic 
sanctions. 

My amendment simply says that, 
should most-favored-nation treatment 
for China be denied or terminated, 
MFN status for China shall be re
scinded 60 days after the denial or ter
mination. During the ensuing 60 days 
when MFN for China remains in effect, 
the President is directed to undertake 
efforts to ensure that members of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade take similar actions with respect 
to the People's Republic of China. 

I should make clear that this amend
ment differs slightly from the amend
ment I circulated nearly 2 weeks ago. 
My original amendment simply di
rected the President to seek multilat
eral cooperation after the United 
States had taken action to revoke Chi
na's MFN treatment. 

In response to the legitimate con
cerns raised by some that the United 
States should seek multilateral co
operation before MFN revocation be
comes effective, I have modified my 
original amendment to give the Presi-

dent a full 2 months to enlist inter
national cooperation in imposing sanc
tions against China before withdrawal 
of MFN takes effect. 

Mr. President, to get to the point, I 
offer this amendment because I strong
ly believe that multilateral action 
should be a cornerstone of sanction 
measures such as the bill before us. 

That is why, for example, I sided 
with a small minority of Senators who 
on July 27 of last year voted against an 
amendment to the 1990 farm bill that 
would have cut off United States agri
cultural credits to Iraq without regard 
to whether or not our major competi
tors in world agricultural trade were 
prepared to take similar action. Al
though Iraqi behavior prior to that 
date clearly demanded a response, that 
response should have been multilateral 
in scope. Had we unilaterally cut off 
United States export credits to Iraq at 
that time, the United States would 
have simply forfeited to the Europeans, 
the Australians, the Canadians, and 
others an important market for such 
United States commodities as wheat, 
rice, and edible beans. 

Those who voted for unilateral sanc
tions last summer apparently had for
gotten the costly and painful lesson of 
the 1980 Soviet grain embargo. In that 
case, the United States acted unilater
ally in January 1980 to suspend grain 
sales to the Soviet Union following its 
December 1979 invasion of Afghanistan. 
The net result was to cede the Soviet 
grain market to the European Commu
nity, Argentina, and others. The Soviet 
Union, the target of our action, was 
merely inconvenienced. Only American 
agriculture suffered. That mistake 
must not be repeated. 

By enlisting an international re
sponse to the policies of the Chinese 
Government, United States policy is 
made more effective. Moreover, the 
burden of enf arcing that policy does 
not fall disproportionately on U.S. in
dustry, whether its agriculture or air
craft. 

I noted yesterday that the Repub
lican leader termed my amendment an 
Alice-in-Wonderland approach. Perhaps 
he doubts the President's ability to 
marshall an international response to 
Chinese atrocities in the same way 
that the President was able to assem
ble international sanctions against 
Iraqi atrocities. Indeed, the success 
with which the President was able to 
assemble the coalition against Iraq
and the moral conviction that he 
brought to the effort-inspired and ex
cited many who thought the New 
World Order of which the President 
spoke promised a bloodless, but still 
forceful approach to ensuring world 
peace. 

If there are no doubts about the 
President's ability to successfully engi
neer a concerted response to China's of
fensive policies, then perhaps there is 
some concern about the President' s 
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willingness to lead such an effort 
against his Chinese friends, given his 
often expressed proclivity on the mat
ter. My only response to any such con
cern is that this amendment directs 
the President to seek multilateral co
operation, and I certainly do not ques
tion the President's willingness, as 
Chief Executive, to carry out the law. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, yesterday I 

referred to this amendment as an 
Alice-in-Wonderland amendment. It is 
an apt description. 

In my view, there is not the slightest 
chance-not one chance in a million
that any one of our GATT partners-or, 
for that matter, that any other nation 
on Earth-is going to join us in putting 
restrictions on trade with China. The 
G-7 leaders specifically and unequivo
cally made that point to President 
Bush in London again last week. If we 
terminate MFN, we are going to be out 
there all alone-the Long Ranger-and 
we are going to pay the price: 

Our farmers and manufacturers are 
going to pay the price, in lost exports: 

Our importers are going to pay the 
price, in lost suppliers; 

Our consumers are going to pay the 
price, literally, in higher prices; 

Our workers are going to pay the 
price, in lost jobs. And someone is 
going to pay the price, in terms of the 
reaction of our constituents. 

This amendment is an attempt to 
shift the blame. It is an attempt by 
those who support the resolution to 
say: "It's not our fault." We told the 
administration to "ensure" that our 
allies did not take advantage of our 
folly. We instructed the administration 
to "ensure" that our allies do not re
place our exports, buy up China's cheap 
goods, or continue other normal eco
nomic relations with China. 

"It's not our fault all this happened," 
they will say. It is the administration's 
fault, or it is the allies' fault. It is not 
our fault. 

This amendment, pure and simple, is 
a raincoat against the political storm 
which supporters of the resolution 
would face from their constituents-
whose exports, and incomes, and jobs 
depend on trade with China-should 
this resolution be enacted into law. 

Apparently, some think MFN may be 
the wonder weapon. Maybe they think 
that we should tell Australia, and 
Japan, and France, and Germany, and 
all the other allies, either you termi
nate MFN for China, or we terminate 
MFN for you. After all, if MFN is such 
a powerful weapon-that can bring 
great nations to heel-maybe it can 
scare the Australians, and the J apa
nese, and all the rest to follow Uncle 
Sam's lead. 

Mr. President, this is Alice-in-Won
derland. Like most fairy tales, it is feel 
good. But, like all fairy tales, sooner or 

later the fantasy ends and reality sets 
in. 

And one reality of enacting the un
derlying bill-with or without this 
amendment-is lower farm prices, re
duced exports, higher prices, increased 
unemployment, all to no good end. 

Mr. President, I think this amend
ment will be accepted, but I wanted the 
RECORD to reflect that it is not much of 
an amendment, and I would like to in
dicate that. I have great respect for my 
friend and colleague from the Midwest, 
from the State of Nebraska. I referred 
to this yesterday as an Alice in Won
derland amendment, and I still think it 
is an apt description. As I read the 
amendment, unless it has been modi
fied, it says that the President shall 
undertake to ensure that members of 
GATT and trade take similar action 
with respect to the People's Republic 
of China. 

Mr. KERREY. Will the distinguished 
Republican leader yield? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. KERREY. There has been a modi

fication to the amendment, I say with 
respect to the distinguished Republican 
leader. I did not want him to go further 
and make comments-it may not be a 
sufficient change to persuade him from 
making any further comments. I 
should point out it says on line 9 the 
President shall not just ensure, it says 
the President shall undertake efforts 
to ensure. 

Mr. DOLE. Undertake efforts to en
sure. 

Mr. KERREY. I say to the distin
guished Republican leader what I am 
attempting to do is similar to what 
was done last summer with the State 
Department authorization bill that was 
passed, I believe-Members can refer to 
it-title IX referencing the People's 
Republic of China. It actually calls 
upon it in one article, "* * * if system
atic pressure in China deepens, the 
President should consult* * * (B) with 
the other signatories of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
[GATTJ for the purpose of reviewing 
the People's Republic of China's ob
server status. * * *" It calls upon to 
use the membership of GATT. I se
lected the membership of GATT, Mr. 
President, as a consequence of this pre
vious effort to direct our attention in
side this particular body recognizing 
that one of the concerns we have is the 
potential impact upon trade. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, maybe I 
misunderstand the amendment. Let us 
say the President does undertake, 
maybe has a discussion or meeting, and 
they talk about GATT countries tak
ing similar action with respect to the 
People's Republic of China. The similar 
action will be what, terminating most
favored-nation treatment? 

Mr. KERREY. That is correct. 
Mr. DOLE. I think that is the point I 

want to make. 
I do not believe there is the slightest 

chance, not one chance in a million, 

that any of our GATT partners, for 
that matter any other nation on Earth, 
is going to join us at this time in put
ting restrictions on trade with the Peo
ple's Republic of China. In fact, the one 
point that was made today at the Re
publican policy 1 uncheon by the Presi
dent's Chief of Staff, Mr. Sununu, was 
the fact that the G-7 countries in every 
instance were urging the President to 
do what he could to make certain we 
could continue MFN treatment with 
China. So I think as recently as the 
last 2 or 3 days there have been indica
tions that this is not going to happen. 

Again, the amendment is going to be 
accepted. The theory is the more 
amendments we accept, the better, the 
more conditions we put on. It responds 
to the very argument that we made at 
the outset: There should not be any 
conditions. Either we extend most-fa
vored-nation treatment or we should 
not. We have already postponed indefi
nitely, which means that has been 
killed. So that question has already 
been answered. Now we are on the floor 
debating the resolution by our distin
guished colleague and friend, the ma
jority leader, and other cosponsors, 
where there is no time agreement, 
where we are trying to add conditions, 
where we are saying add MFN for a 
year and it will not be renewed unless 
certain conditions are met. 

Again, the same point I made yester
day, do we want to be the Lone Ranger, 
the only country on the face of the 
Earth? And how many political pris
oners are going to be released if we fol
low some of the actions that we hear 
from the rhetoric on the other side? 
How much are we going to increase 
trade if we follow some of the actions 
that I hear recommended on the other 
side? Who is going to pay the price for 
some of the actions, some of the rhet
oric that I hear coming from opponents 
of extending most-favored-nation 
treatment? 

My own view is that we have over
played what we mean by most-favored
nation status. There are seven, eight-
the distinguished chairman said there 
are only about nine countries that do 
not have most-favored-nation status. 
This is not a big deal. Russia does not 
have most-favored-nation status now 
but they might by the next weekend or 
weekend after that when the President 
goes to the Soviet Union or some time 
very soon. Cuba does not have most-fa
vored-nation status. Libya does not 
have most-favored-nation status. I 
think we have set this up as the end-all 
here: Once we threaten anybody to 
take away their MFN status, they are 
going to buckle and do anything we 
want. That is not the case. But some
body is going to pay the price, and I 
think in this case, it is going to be 
farmers and manufacturers who are 
going to pay the price in lost exports. 
The importers are going to pay the 
price in lost suppliers. Consumers are 
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going to pay the price in lost jobs . . 
Someone is going to pay the price in 
terms of reaction from our constitu
ents. It seems to me this amendment, 
in effect, says it is not our fault, we 
told the administration to "ensure 
that our allies did not take advantage 
of our folly." We are saying if we make 
a mistake and we engage in some folly, 
we ought to make certain that we get 
everybody else to engage in that folly. 
We are not going to do that. We are not 
going to legislate what any other coun
try in the world can do. We are not 
going to intimidate the People's Re
public of China. Either we ought to be 
in the loop or out of the loop. We ought 
to be having influence or not having in
fluence. I think that is the choice we 
are going to face up to fairly soon. 

This bill is not going to become law. 
It may receive a majority of the 
votes-I hope it will not-on final pas
sage but it is not going to become law. 
The veto is going to be sustained. We 
have many more than the required 34 
votes to sustain a veto. So I think this 
amendment is sort of a raincoat. It is 
sort of a political cover saying, if we do 
this, everybody else ought to do it and 
the President ought to ensure every
body else ought to do it and he ought 
to undertake to ensure everybody else 
ought to do it. I am not certain that is 
going to provide much protection if we 
get into a heavy storm. 

Mr. President, though I respect the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska 
and worked with him in a number of 
areas, I think there is an area we share 
a common interest in. When it comes 
to agriculture, we happen to see the re
sult differently, but, in my view, we 
ought to accept the amendment; the 
amendment is going to be accepted in 
any event. We ought to have 30, 40 
more amendments, put more condi
tions in this bill and make it even easi
er for some of us not to defend this bill, 
but certainly to indicate to the Amer
ican people that President Bush was 
right in the first place, there should 
not be conditions. We cannot extract 
promises from our allies in this case, 
and, in the final analysis, the losers, as 
I said, are the farmers, the exporters, 
the consumers, the retailers, and the 
other people in the United States of 
America. The winners are going to be 
all those other countries who are going 
to rush in and pick up whatever we 
leave. As I said, I believe, yesterday, 
there are going to be a lot of parties in 
Australia, Japan, France, and Germany 
picking up all the business we are 
going to leave behind. This may be an 
issue somewhere. I have not yet deter
mined where this is a big issue. 

Most of the Chinese students in this 
country support President Bush. 
Maybe we ought to add a provision in 
this bill that in any country deter
mined by Amnesty International that 
has a human rights problem they 
should not get most-favored-nation 

status. I wonder how many Senators 
would vote for that? Probably not a 
majority. But maybe we ought to be 
leveling the playing field and say, if we 
are going to apply this to the People's 
Republic of China, why not apply it 
across the board? Why not say to any 
country in the world, "If you are guilty 
of any human rights abuses determined 
by Amnesty International and some 
other group or by the U.S. Treasury re
port, then you lose your MFN status." 

We do not like what we see in the 
People's Republic of China. I joined 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Montana, who made an excellent state
ment on the floor yesterday, in ex
tracting from the administration an
swers to very difficult questions. In my 
view we are on the right track, and we 
ought to continue the initiative taken 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Montana, Senator BAUCUS, and others, 
Republicans and Democrats. This is 
not a partisan issue; it should not be a 
partisan issue. We should not attach 
conditions to the most-favored-nation 
status unless we are going to make 
them universal and apply them to 
every country, not just pick out this 
country or that country. Let us make 
them apply across the board if it is 
such a wonderful tool and weapon that 
we can work miracles with. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I will 

just make a few additional comments 
in closing and then I will be prepared 
to yield on this issue. 

Again, for emphasis, I am not trying 
to attach an amendment that provides 
cover. This is not for me a feel-good 
amendment of any kind. I understand 
what is at stake, and I listened to 
those who are concerned about losing 
market share and other nations rush
ing in while the United States of Amer
ica takes a principled stand. I acknowl
edge that concern, and it is felt by me 
as well. 

There is always potential loss, as I 
said earlier, when one takes a stand for 
freedom. It always is there. It seems to 
me that the United States of America 
has at its finest moments not waited 
for a majority to rally around it. This 
amendment says directly that the 
President of the United States should 
make an effort to assemble an inter
national coalition, but that the Presi
dent of the United States should also 
declare directly that we are prepared 
to fight for the freedom of the people of 
China; that we are prepared to put it 
on the line for the people of China and 
their freedom; that we are prepared to 
confront their trade policies with force; 
that we are prepared as well to do all 
we can to make certain that weapons 
sales do not occur. In fact, they are oc
curring today. 

Mr. President, with this bill, I do not 
underestimate what I am asking the 
people of the United States to do. I am 
not suggesting that it is pain free. I am 

not suggesting that somehow this is an 
easy course of action. Quite the con
trary, Mr. President. I am suggesting 
that the easy course of action should 
be rejected, that the easy course of ac
tion, of negotiating, of meeting, of try
ing to speak some reason and hope that 
time takes a better turn somehow-I 
heard some even suggest, well, the men 
who are in charge of the Chinese Gov
ernment and the People's Republic of 
China are old and they will perhaps be 
passing on soon, to wait until they pass 
on perhaps and then we will get better 
policies. 

Mr. President, I accept what the Re
publican leader has said that it is like
ly the votes are not here in this Senate 
to sustain a veto, it is likely that the 
President's course of action will be ac
cepted, and perhaps you could rally a 
majority of Chinese students who 
would say do not do anything further. 
But I am not certain that that is a per
suasive argument at all. 

I think this is a bill that gives the 
United States of America an oppor
tunity to stand tall for something in 
which all of us believe. Not only do I 
appreciate the distinguished Senator 
from Texas accepting this amendment, 
but I appreciate those who are willing 
to vote for this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want 
to address the underlying bill, not this 
amendment. I will be brief. 

Mr. President, I intend to vote 
against the bill. I intend to vote to sus
tain the President's veto, and I hope 
that we will be successful in doing 
that. 

I have heard a lot of good debate on 
this subject. I think Members are very 
sincere on both sides of the debate. I 
think, quite frankly, it is an open ques
tion as to whether we can influence 
China more by confrontation or more 
by engagement. Strong arguments 
have been made on both sides. I think 
it is an open question. 

Mr. President, it is not an open ques
tion as to whether the President of the 
United States feels strongly that the 
way to go is through a policy of en
gagement. I submit that the President 
of the United States has more practical 
experience in this area than any Mem
ber who is currently serving in the 
Senate. 

This is one of those close issues 
where one can make a strong argument 
on both sides. Here, however, the Presi
dent is a legitimate expert. The Presi
dent has strong feelings, based on prac
tical experience of having served in 
China, knowing the leadership in 
China, knowing the Chinese people. I 
believe that as a result of that knowl
edge and as a result of the fact that it 
is an open question, we ought to give 
the President the benefit of the doubt. 

I know this President is a Repub
lican. I have never served in the Senate 
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when we have had a Democratic Presi
dent. But I believe that maybe the 
American Government would work bet
ter if on those issues that are close, 
from time to time we did a better job 
of giving the President the benefit of 
the doubt and giving him an oppor
tunity to make his programs work. 

So I do not know with any surety 
what the right path is. I do not know 
for certain whether we would achieve 
more through confrontation or more 
through engagement. The President 
has pratical experience in this area. He 
feels strongly about it. I for one intend 
to support him. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. KERREY. Will the distinguished 

Senator from Wyoming yield. I know 
he is speaking to the underlying bill. I 
have a pending amendment. I believe it 
is going to be accepted. I wonder if it is 
possible to get that amendment accept
ed and then move back to the underly
ing bill itself. 

Mr. SIMPSON. If the floor managers 
agree to that, that is certainly appro
priate with me, I say to my friend from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. KERREY. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

any further debate on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Nebraska, 
No. 805? 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, as 
manager on the majority side we have 
no objections to moving forward on it. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I have objection 
but I am prepared to accept it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further debate? If not, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 805) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on the underlying resolution 
rather than the pending amendment, if 
I may. I do so admire my colleagues 
who are managing the floor discussion, 
Senator BENTSEN and Senator PACK
WOOD. They are deeply respected people 
in this body. 

I have watched personally the effec
tiveness of Senator BENTSEN with re
gard to the fast-track legislation. He 
was extraordinarily impress! ve in mar
shaling the forces and the effort to get 
that done. 

Then, of course, Senator PACKWOOD 
has always been involved in some of 
the major issues of the day in previous 
years when he served as chairman and 
as ranking member of the Finance 
Committee. 

I agree with the Senator from Texas, 
this is a plenty tough issue. 

In my job as assistant leader of our 
side of the aisle, I sometimes do end up 

supporting the President when I have 
had to take a deep breath, a swallow 
and then jump in. I do know that feel
ing and I try not to do that too many 
times a year. Constituents might take 
a rather dim view of that if it were 
done too often. There must be a sen
sitive balance. 

This is not one of those instances. I 
think the President is absolutely right. 
I have come to this conclusion in my 
own chain of thinking, a rather sim
plistic way, perhaps. There is not a sin
gle one of us who is not appalled by the 
human rights conduct of the Chinese. 

It seems to me that no one is in dis
agreement about the condemnation of 
what the Government of the People's 
Republic of China did in Tiananmen 
Square; their defects in the area of 
human rights, and opposition to the 
sale of certain missile and nuclear 
technology to Algeria and other coun
tries. 

Those concerns are all real, and I 
would be very disturbed if the adminis
tration were not dealing with them. 
But they are dealing with them, and 
dealing with them in a very crisp and 
businesslike fashion. 

To me it simply comes to this: How 
in the world do you continue a dialog 
with a country, with one-fifth of the 
world's population, by withdrawing a 
trade status, which we give to 162 other 
nations on Earth? 

This is not some crown jewel that we 
keep in a special case and then grant to 
certain people. We have given MFN 
status to some real rounders in our 
time. If we are going to make that the 
condition, then we should certainly 
treat some of those other countries the 
same way. 

If we are really going to deal with is
sues like global warming; really going 
to deal with the real issues of the day 
like the global population. We must in
clude in those discussions the People's 
Republic of China. It is always star
tling to me how, on this floor, we have 
all heard the great passionate debates 
on the environment, human rights is
sues, and this condition on MFN or 
that condition, knowing that unless we 
get a handle on the global population, 
the world's resources will be consumed 
before our eyes. But no one seems to 
want to talk about or deal with that 
issue. That is the critical issue of con
trol of the global population. Try that 
one. 

I am not referring to abortion. I am 
not talking about that at all. I am 
talking about how many footprints 
there are on the Earth, and can be sus
tained by the Earth? It seems to me 
there is one country we ought to talk 
to about that a lot-and that is the 
People's Republic of China, since one
fifth of the people on this planet are 
right there. 

The opponents of China's trade sta
tus focus their arguments on other is
sues, especially human rights stand-

ards. Those concerns have been deeply 
rooted since the Tiananmen. Square 
tragedy in June of 1989. Every high
level meeting with the People's Repub
lic of China since that event has been 
devoted to discussing human rights is
sues. Although this point is refuted by 
some, immediately following the 
Tiananmen Square event the adminis
t_ration embarked on a multifaceted 
strategy to very clearly, unequivo
cally, and tangibly express our con
demnation of the human rights abuses 
that took place at that time in the 
PRC. 

The President was the first world 
leader to condemn the forceful suppres
sion of the student demonstrations. Do 
not miss the fact that even though 
there are few activists who favor the 
Mitchell resolution, there are many 
more Chinese students in this country 
who very much are saying what the 
President is saying; and that is: "Do 
not close off the People's Republic of 
China or they will go back to being a 
cloistered, restrictive, regressive soci
ety as they have been in the past. Keep 
that door open." 

Remember this also, it is a curious 
thing sometimes people forget that we 
are carrying on immigration with the 
PRC. Some 30,000 visas, some tens of 
thousands of nonimmigrant visas have 
been granted. We have programs going 
on in the commercial area. There are 
numerous student exchanges benefit
ting young people. What is the purpose 
of shutting that off? What is gained by 
closing down programs that were the 
very programs that gave these coura
geous young people the energy to pro
test in Tiananmen Square? Those are 
the important things that I speak of. 

The President has never wai vered 
from his position regarding the protec
tion of those Chinese students in the 
United States. They are receiving that 
protection. They will continue to re
ceive it. They will not lose it. He has 
continued to express our national criti
cism of China's human rights record. 

He has neither been conciliatory, nor 
waffling in that approach. In June 1989, 
he announced the suspension of a num
ber of bilateral programs including 
high-level exchange visits with the 
Chinese Government, and the transfer 
of military equipment and technology. 
The administration has maintained a 
continuing dialog with Chinese offi
cials on human rights. A few high level 
visits to China were authorized so that 
United States officials could person
ally, face to face, outline the threat 
that the human rights abuses which 
were taking place posed to our bilat
eral relationship. 

These United States officials sug
gested steps the Chinese could take to 
address our deep concerns, our anguish, 
and our disapproval of their conduct. 
General Scowcroft, Deputy Secretary 
of State Eagleburger, Assistant Sec
retary Schifter, and most recently 
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Under Secretary Kimmit, have partici
pated in this important dialog to stress 
the need for reform in China. 

Because of this dialog, there have 
been some modest, admittedly modest, 
but positive steps made to improve the 
situation. Martial law was lifted in 
Beijing in January 1990, and in Lhasa, 
4 months later. 

Most of those detained after the 
Tiananmen tragedy have been released. 
Sentences meted out to political dis
sidents are now less severe, admittedly 
still beyond the ambit of our approval, 
but less severe than those that were 
routinely issued before and imme
diately after the Tiananmen Square 
demonstration. Political activists and 
their families have been allowed to 
leave the country. And I have described 
the situation with regard to immigra
tion. 

The progress made so far is not 
enough. However, we are seeing the be
ginning of some momentum needed to 
achieve greater freedom and democ
racy in China. We cannot afford to sim
ply shut down the channels of commu
nication and the possibility of achiev
ing improvements in the behavior of 
the Chinese Government which we all 
seek. We need to be at the table. So do 
the Chinese, if real and permanent 
human rights progress is to be made. 
That is critical. 

I have also heard many of my col
leagues voice their concerns about the 
trade imbalance. That too is a criti
cally important issue. Yet, we must 
keep in mind that MFN is not some 
special benefit awarded to only select 
countries. It goes to an extraordinary 
number of countries with whom we 
sometimes disagree with even more ve
hemence than we do with the People's 
Republic of China. 

Of the 100 countries who grant China 
MFN, the United States is the only 
country considering the revocation of 
that status. So where would we be 
then? Any United States action that 
would label China the pariah of the 
world in the trading community pro
vides no incentive to the Chinese to 
join us at the negotiating table to dis
cuss the most important issue of mar
ket access. We cannot be naive to the 
fact that if MFN is denied, or renewed 
with unattainable conditions attached, 
China will simply close its markets to 
United States businessmen and agricul
tural producers while remaining open 
to our foreign competitors. 

You do not have to look very far 
back in history to realize that unilat
eral actions of this type, the grain em
bargo for instance, have always back
fired on us and our domestic producers. 
Every single one of them has backfired, 
and the greatest injury has been to our 
national competitiveness. That is what 
we always find. It is the same every 
time. 

We can look at the most recent sta
tistics which indicate that United 
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States exports to China declined 17 per
cent in 1990, while the Chinese exports 
to the United States increased 27 per
cent. I am also aware of the granduated 
increase of the trade deficits since 
1987-$2 billion in 1987 to $10 billion in 
1990 with a 1991 projection to raise to 
$15 billion. It is serious. The trade defi
cit must be dealt with immediately. I 
do not argue with that one whit. Yet 
tying the trade imbalance to the re
newal of MFN is not the answer. 

Are we saying that we do not have 
other bad trading partners? We do have 
some that really put us in the box re
garding trade deficits. I can think of 
one which has a $50 billion imbalance 
with us. We deal honestly with other 
countries where we have large trade 
deficits in an effort to try to reduce 
those figures. That is what I think we 
must do here. 

Without MFN, we are going to lose 
our ability to negotiate increased U.S. 
market access for U.S. products. We 
will abandon any leverage we have to 
reduce trade barriers between our two 
countries. As long as we can keep the 
channel of communication open be
tween the United States and China, 
there remains the possibility for a 
most prosperous and democratic China. 

Those Chinese students are telling us 
the same thing. Please hear that. Oh, 
yes, there are some who are easily lo
cated by the media and presented to 
the American public who say: "MFN is 
a terrible thing. Close them up and 
teach them a lesson." But the vast, 
great majority of those fine, young stu
dents, in my State, and around the 
United States, are saying: "Do not 
take away MFN. Do not put conditions 
upon it that cannot be met, and human 
rights abuses which happened and 
which we endured are not likely to 
take place again." 

That is what they are saying to us. 
Let us keep the channel open. China 

is opening to the outside world, espe
cially to the United States, and has re
formed what was a stagnant economy 
to a more market-oriented economy 
that is striving to provide a higher 
standard of living for the Chinese peo
ple. 

China claims at least 30,000 foreign 
joint ventures with a contract value of 
$40 billion-of that total 1,000 Amer
ican companies have committed invest
ments of more than $4 billion. Each one 
of us in our own States know of these 
things. 

My fine State of Wyoming would be 
greatly impacted if MFN were revoked. 
In 1990, $790,000 in agricultural products 
were exported to China, down from a 
high of $1.3 million in 1989. Over $1 mil
lion of Wyoming-produced chemicals 
have been exported annually to China 
for the last 3 years. Other Wyoming ex
ports include livestock, fish products, 
lumber, textiles, and many others-to
talling $4.8 billion in 1990. 

Since no other countries would be 
withdrawing MFN, U.S. wheat produc-

ers would be put at an extreme com
petitive disadvantage. Wyoming wheat 
exports valued at around $12 million 
would be at stake, and the entire U.S. 
wheat industry, valued at $511 million, 
would be in complete jeopardy. 

But I am not going to put it solely on 
the basis of parochial economic gain. I 
am going to put it on the simple basis: 
How do you affect change in the PRC? 
You make change in that country by 
putting the hammer on them in the 
various ways within our system of gov
ernment, and we are doing that. But 
you do not do it with MFN. MFN is not 
the place to address the grievances 
that all of us have with their Govern
ment. 

I spent several hours with the Chi
nese Ambassador to the United States. 
I happen to feel that he is a very ex
traordinary person, doing an extraor
dinary job, in extraordinary times. He 
does not happen to be in the United 
States at this particular time. He has 
been called back to his country for de
liberations and discussions of which I 
am not privy. But I can say to you that 
I would hunch that part of his mission 
is to try desperately, I think, within 
his own professional diplomatic agen
da, to assure that these reforms do 
take place, and that these past terrible 
abuses do not continue, and that we 
continue to progress with this dialog, 
which is so important to both coun
tries. 

There is a final note, and it should 
not be the controlling one either. 
There are so many other important 
components to the argument against 
this resolution such as the need for dia
log on the nuclear issue, and the issue 
of PRC's support of the United Nations 
during our very successful war in the 
gulf. There were 14 resolutions passed 
by the Security Council in support of 
the policy we executed so successfully, 
with great international cooperation, 
in the gulf. The PRC, could have de
railed the entire process by exercising 
their right to veto each and everyone 
of those resolutions. They could· have 
prevented us, on an international basis 
from achieving consensus on gulf pol
icy. The world looks upon the Security 
Council cooperation in the gulf as an 
act of finally sticking close to the prin
ciples, and the mission, and the reputa
tion of the United Nations. 

You cannot dispute the fact that Chi
na's trade relationship with their allies 
in the Security Council did not affect 
the way they voted. Where would we be 
if as many of the supporters of the res
olution argued in 1990, that we should 
have rejected MFN then? Where would 
we have been if we had rejected MFN 
status early in 1990? I know where I 
think we might have been. By that one 
vote in the Security Council, we would 
not have had the international support 
of the United Nations. The United Na
tions finally functioned in a way they 
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had previously never functioned. It 
worked. The United Nations worked. 

That was another side benefit of the 
extraordinary activity in the gulf. It 
worked because the PRC, the People's 
Republic of China, determined that 
they would support the international 
community-for their own purposes; I 
know that. 

In conclusion, the Presidents desire 
to extend MFN is our best hope for dia
log on many issues which are deeply 
troubling. We are all sometimes com
pelled to make progress when we deal 
within, and not outside, the framework 
of discussion and cooperation. MFN is 
just exactly that. 

Isolating China at this time will not 
help them address the issues of non
proliferation. Why would they want to 
come to the table to talk about non
proliferation? No reason at all, when 
you isolate them. Why would they 
want to come and talk about any issue 
that confronts the world? Global warm
ing? Why would they want to talk 
about population control? What do 
they care about human rights, when we 
begin to shut the door? 

I think that anything constructive 
can only occur with dialog. You cannot 
do anything in this world by giving 
each other the ice treatment. It does 
not work in marriage. It does not work 
in relationships between parents and 
children. It does not work anywhere. It 
will not work here. If we look at the 
Middle East, I think we will slowly see 
that it will not work there either. 

Sometime, at some point, you have 
to sit down, just like we do in this 
body; and meet and talk with people 
that we really have a lot of problems 
with-maybe personally, or with their 
philosophy, or with their ideas; or 
maybe we have been into one with 
them and we have not forgotten 6 years 
ago when old so and so did that. 

But that is not the way you make 
progress. It is not the way you legis
late or do the Nation's business. And it 
is not the way you address the inter
national problems that confront the 
world. You cannot get there by simply 
using power, pressure, intransigence, 
stubbornness, past pain, past anguish, 
and past grievances. If we did that, 
there would be no progress in any form 
of human activity. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. SYMMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Idaho. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I say to 

my colleagues that I will be very brief. 
Just to update my colleagues where we 
are on this bill, I think we have one, 
maybe two pending amendments that 
will be offered. It is the hope on the 
part of the managers that we can do 
this process rather rapidly this after
noon, so the Senate might have a 
chance to adjourn before dark. There 
have been a lot of comments of late 
about votes around here at 9:30 at 

night. But that seems to be when the 
votes usually start, somewhere be
tween 9:30 and midnight. 

If I can summarize very shortly, I 
will yield the floor to those Senators 
that have been waiting patiently to 
speak on this bill and offer amend
ments. Some resist. As I see it, the old 
guard is dying off in Communist China, 
and this is one time when we in the 
West can probably outweigh them. 
They are all over 80, and we have a 
much younger President that looks 
like he has about 6 more years left on 
his term, we hope. Our President has 
had a lot of experience with respect to 
dealing with the Chinese Communists. 
According to my recollection, he is the 
President. 

The Senate has the right to pass a 
bill and the President has the right to 
veto it. And if the majority leader and 
his troops have the votes, they can 
then take this power from the Presi
dent and have their say. If they do not 
have the votes, they cannot do it. 

So why do we have to hang around 
here for 2 weeks or a week, or 2 more 
hours, to argue over this issue? I think 
we all know where we are on the issue. 
Everyone has made up their mind. 

So my view of this is we should, if 
there are Senators who have amend
ments, let us offer the amendments. 
Let us get a vote on them, and let us 
vote on the final passage and disposi
tion of this resolution. 

I think the majority leader has the 
votes to pass them. We will see if he 
has the votes to override the veto and 
get on with it so we can adjourn and 
get out of here this afternoon. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas is recognized. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I have 

not spoken on this issue, and I am a 
little hesitant to do so because I know 
there are very persuasive arguments on 
both sides. However, after reflecting on 
this during the debate, I have con
cluded that I am going to vote for the 
bill that came to the floor without rec
ommendation and which would grant 
MFN status to China under the condi
tions listed in the bill and some of the 
amendments that have been adopted 
here. 

Mr. President, in 1971, I was Governor 
of my State, and I went with a group of 
other Governors to the Soviet Union. 
As we left the Soviet Union, we came 
out through Romania. We went to Bu
charest and had a couple of hours' con
versation with Ceausescu, a very low
key, soft-voiced man whom I knew lit
tle about. He has only been in charge of 
Romania for about 4 years, and he im
mediately brought up the subject of 
most-favored-nation treatment. 

I was just a country lawyer that had 
become Governor, and I did not have a 
clue as to what he was talking about. I 
did not know anything about most-fa
vored-nation-treatment. 

So when I came home, I asked my 
staff to do some detailed work on it. I 
found that in 1945, when the GATT 
countries were set up, it was generally 
agreed that all of those countries 
would provide equal tariff treatment to 
each other. And then, in 1951, Congress 
adopted a law that said: "We will not 
provide most-favored-nation treatment 
to any of the Communist countries, but 
principally the Sino-Soviet bloc, the 
Soviet Union and China." 

That was in 1951, Mr. President. So 
neither of those countries had ever en
joyed this preferential treatment that 
we give to our good trading partners. 

And then in 1974 we passed what has 
been popularly known as the Jackson
Vanik amendment that said, "We are 
not going to allow most-favored-nation 
treatment to anybody who does not 
allow free emigration." The reason for 
that being that the Soviets refused to 
allow Jews to emigrate from the Soviet 
Union. 

I say all that just as a historical 
background of what we are debating 
here and what is involved, and whether 
or not this most-favored-nation treat
ment is being applied equally to the 
other countries of the world. 

To go ahead with a little personal vi
gnette, I read a book about 3 years ago 
by Madam Chiang, who had been im
prisoned in Shanghai during the Cul
tural Revolution. I was so impressed 
with the fact that she spent 7 years in 
prison during the Cultural Revolution, 
and what she did to survive during that 
period of time: Innocen~innocent as 
she could possibly be-and yet under 
that crazy Cultural Revolution, she 
was imprisoned for 7 years under the 
most unspeakable conditions which she 
described in her great book, "Life and 
Death in Shanghai." 

So I called her. I told her I would like 
to host a luncheon for her and six or 
seven other Senators just to talk to 
her. She was delighted. It turns out she 
is a member of the same church I am 
here in Washington. I did not realize 
that. She had gotten out of China, and 
through Canada, came to the United 
States, where I assume she still re
sides. 

But in visiting with her and talking 
to her that day with the Senators that 
I invited, I remember I told her, "If I 
had been you, I would have crawled up 
in a fetal position and died." She said, 
"Well, you just think you would. Actu
ally, I survived," she said, "because I 
was so angry at the thought that these 
people could do this to me, and I was 
absolutely determined to survive." And 
she said, "I made life almost as dif
ficult for them as they did for me. I 
thought if they kill me, I will have 
done all I know to do." 

She was certainly a very courageous 
woman. But I just thought, how on 
Earth could something like this hap
pen, where just innocent people are 
dragged out of their homes and impris-
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oned, and with the end of the Cultural 
Revolution? Actually, before Mao 
Zedong died, the Cultural Revolution 
came to an end. And up, as you know, 
until recently, Mao's wife, part of the 
Gang of Four, was actually in prison. I 
think she died recently. 

My point is this: Here is a nation 
which had made some improvements. 
Deng Xiaoping's son or daughter-I for
get which-was victimized by the Cul
tural Revolution. 

But China does not have a demo
cratic history, nor does it have a his
tory as a nation that has complied 
with human rights. They have come 
some distance, and everybody in this 
country thought they were going to go 
the rest of the distance until all of a 
sudden Tiananmen Square occurred 2 
years ago. 

Mr. President, would it not have been 
so easy for China, with all of their 
manpower and the army and their po
lice departments, to have gone out to 
Tiananmen Square and personally 
picked these people up, put them in 
paddy wagons, and taken them to jail? 
They do not have the right of habeas 
corpus. They do not have all those 
rights to be informed as to what they 
are charged with, any of that. But they 
could have at least picked those sev
eral hundred students up out in 
Tiananmen Square and taken them to 
jail. 

But instead, Mr. President, they 
chose to start mowing them down with 
guns and machineguns, and killing 
them. And nobody knows to this day 
how many people were killed. 

It was an egregious violation of 
human rights by any definition, by any 
person in the world. And after that was 
all over, they detained 1,800-plus of 
those students. And today, so far as 
anybody knows, roughly 800 of them 
are still in prison for simply exercising 
what the people of this country take as 
a God-given right under the first 
amendment, and that is to express an 
opinion. 

And they actually executed 50-plus 
people as a result of Tiananmen Square 
for exercising what we take for granted 
in the first amendment: the right to 
speak; the right to demonstrate. And 
the fact that 800 of those people are 
still in prison ought to be enough to 
cause the people of this body to have a 
second thought before they vote. 

You can say, as I have said to myself: 
We are not going to alter the conduct 
of the Chinese with this legislation. I 
believe that. They are a tough lot. And 
while I would like to say to them, "We 
are pleased that you are not quite as 
big a violator of human rights as you 
used to be," we have not said that to 
the Soviet Union. 

The Senator from Wyoming said, 
well, we have given most-favored-na
tion treatment to a lot of other coun
tries that violate human rights, which 
is another way of saying two wrongs 

make a right. I will come back to that 
in just a moment. 

But I want you to think for a mo
ment about what has happened in the 
Soviet Union. The Berlin Wall; in less 
than 5 years time, the Berlin Wall has 
come down. They got out of Afghani
stan. They say now that the state may 
not violate freedom of religion; East
ern Europe is free. All of those things. 
All of those things have happened in 
less than 5 years, and much more. Elec
tions are being held. 

I do not mind saying that Gorbachev 
has not gone as far as I would like, but 
every time I pick up the paper, there is 
something new. Just this morning, he 
has announced that if the Soviet Union 
is going to remain Communist, they 
are going have to be a democratic so
cialist state. And the truth of the mat
ter is, the handwriting is on the wall 
for the Communists in the Soviet 
Union. It is simply a matter of time 
until the people can express themselves 
on it. 

And yet, despite all those things, 
which were thought unthinkable by 
ever single Member of this body 5 years 
ago-you could have gotton 100-to-1 
odds against that anyplace on the floor 
of the United States Senate-we do not 
grant most-favored-nation treatment 
to the Soviet Union. 

Yet all that change has happened. 
And yet not one suggestion, during this 
entire debate, not one suggestion from 
the White House that we accord the So
viet Union most-favored-nation treat
ment. It is not a big issue with me. But 
when Gorbachev said, you want the 
Jews to emigrate, we are going to let 
them that seemed to meet the Jack
son-Vanik test. Their policy is not per
fect yet. I read a story in the New York 
Times Sunday indicating that every
body that wants out is not getting out. 
But tens of thousands of people whom 
we have been fighting for since the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment of 1974 sud
denly can leave, and what was the first 
pronouncement of the Reagan adminis
tration when Gorbachev said, "go." 
Our first statement was: "Don't come 
here. We can't take you. We don't have 
room for you." So not a word about the 
repeal of Jackson-Vanik or MFN treat
ment for the Soviet Union. 

And you think about what happened 
there and all over Eastern Europe in 
the past 5 years and then compare that 
with Tiananman Square. I am not here 
thumping the tub for MFN treatment 
for the Soviet Union. I am simply say
ing that there is something strange 
here that a nation that is hardcore 
Communist, permits no freedom of 
speech, no elections, no religion, no 
nothing, we are being asked to give 
them most-favored-nation treatment, 
but not the Soviet Union. 

What is the rationale? Does this 
mean if George Bush had been Ambas
sador to the Soviet Union instead of 

China the results would be different 
today? 

The suggestion is made that it was 
because he was Ambassador to China 
he knows those people. I do not doubt 
that, and I am not questioning that. 

Somebody said, well, this trade is all 
free and fair. Is it? The United States 
Trade Representative has confirmed 
that China is engaging in numerous un
fair trade practices toward the United 
States and other countries. They in
clude the imposition of tariff and non
tariff administrative controls to re
strict foreign firms' access to its mar
kets, and on and on. I will not bore you 
with what our own Trade Representa
tive says about the unfairness of Chi
na's trade policy toward the United 
States and other countries. 

And what has happened? Look a~ the 
charts. China in 1990 became the second 
biggest trade deficit holder against us 
of any nation on Earth. Japan was, is, 
and probably will always be No. 1. And 
Taiwan was No. 2. And now China has 
replaced Taiwan. In 1990, we sold the 
Chinese, I believe, S4.8 billion in goods 
and they sold us Sl5.2 billion. 

Mr. President, when you look at 
what China is doing with the Germans, 
the Japanese, the Italians, the French, 
everybody, you find that there is very 
little disparity between what they im
port and what they export. They are 
fairly even. And here they hold over a 
SlO billion trade deficit; they have now 
become the No. 2 country as far as 
holding trade deficits against the Unit
ed States. And you have the Trade Rep
resentative of the United States, 
George Bush's nominee, his appointee, 
saying they are guilty of all kinds of 
trade discrimination against the Unit
ed States. 

Finally, Mr. President, I remember in 
the last days of the air war before the 
ground war started in Iraq, a Saudi 
pilot was absolutely euphoric because 
he had shot down, I believe, two Silk
worms made in China and sold to the 
Iraqis. And Iraq at this very moment 
has a lot more Silkworms, sold to them 
by China. And there is a real question 
that is not resolved by this administra
tion to the satisfaction of a single per
son in this body as to what China is 
going to do, so far as sales of their M-
9 and their M-11 missiles are con
cerned, to both Pakistan, which is in a 
very volatile environment in South 
Asia, and, even more volatile, Syria, 
which, with an M-9 missile with a 350 
kilometer range, could wreak all kinds 
of havoc on the Middle East. Have you 
heard anybody come on this floor and 
tell you categorically that China will 
never sell those missiles to Pakistan 
and Syria? You have not. 

I was standing in the salad line yes
terday down in the basement of the 
Dirksen Building. And a fellow came up 
to me and handed me a packet of mate
rials from the American Ambassador to 
China, a nice gentleman, who I know 
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around here. He is a lobbyist. And I as
sured him I would look at it, and I kept 
my promise. I did. 

In the American Ambassador's state
ment he says that we have China's 
commitment that no deliveries-now 
you have to be a country lawyer from 
Charleston, AR, to pick up on those lit
tle words-it says we have their word 
that no deliveries of missiles have been 
made to either Pakistan or Syria. It 
does not say that a sale has not been 
consummated, nor does it say that a 
sale will not be consummated, nor that 
missiles won't be delivered in the near 
future. What it says is, we have their 
assurance that no missiles have been 
delivered yet. 

The other day I was heartened, ad
mittedly heartened, when I saw the 
five permanment members of the Secu
rity Council of the United Nations
France, Britain, the Soviet Union, 
China, and the United States-all met 
and they agreed to quit selling what 
they called unconventional weapons in 
the Middle East or anyplace else. Now 
what is unconventional, I am not sure 
yet. Normally we think of nuclear, 
chemical, any weapon of so-called mass 
destruction. I was pleased to see that 
statement. 

I would like to support the President 
on this because there are people in my 
State that really want me to vote 
against the Mitchell proposal, there 
are people who have a very strong eco
nomic interests in continuing to im
port from China and I understand that 
and, believe you me, I do not like to 
vote in a way that offends one single 
person in my State. But I can tell you 
categorically the thing that bothers 
me more than anything else about this, 
Mr. Presiclent, are these arms sales. If 
we did not learn anything else in Iraq, 
we should have learned not to start 
again arming both sides of every con
flict we could find. The Mitchell bill, as 
one of the conditions for most-favored
nation treatment, says that the Chi
nese will not assist the Khmer Rouge 
with weapons. Now how could anybody 
here object to a condition like that? 
The Khmer Rouge are the most brutal, 
barbaric group of people I believe the 
world has ever seen. It is commonly es
timated-and not one person in this 
body should ever forget-that the 
Khmer Rouge killed 1 million of their 
own people; 1 million, out of a popu
lation of about 7 million. 

I think the most graphic, poignant 
movie I ever saw in my life was "The 
Killing Fields." I guess the reason it 
was so poignant and so dramatic was it 
portrayed what the Khmer Rouge did 
to the poor Cambodians precisely the 
way I have envisioned it in my imagi
nation. 

Why would anybody vote to say we 
are going to grant you most-favored
nation treatment whether you con
tinue supplying arms to the Khmer or 
not? Is that not a legitimate com-

plaint? Is it not legitimate to require 
that you will not sell to Syria and 
Pakistan those missiles which have the 
potential for so much mischief in these 
volatile areas of the world? Is it not 
fair to say I am not going to vote for 
most-favored-nation treatment for the 
Soviet Union until our Trade Rep
resentative tells us that they are no 
longer discriminating against our prod
ucts? 

Mr. President, if you do not think 
there is discrimination, in 1988 we sold 
them $5 billion worth of goods and they 
sold us 8.5 billion dollars' worth. Two 
short years later we sell them $4.8 bil
lion; less than we sold them in 1988. 
And they sold us $15.2 billion; 3 to 1, 
and that occurred in 2 short years. Do 
you think that is just an accident? 

Who could resist a proviso in this bill 
that says you will not ship goods until 
we are satisfied that these goods have 
not been made by slave labor? I can re
member when the people of this place 
were salivating all over themselves, on 
top of their desks, pounding them, 
when that same amendment was of
fered here about the Soviet Union and 
slave labor. Now everybody says it is 
just hunky-dory, including the Presi
dent. Why would the majority leader 
not put a proviso in this bill saying we 
would like some satisfaction that the 
goods you are sending here were not 
made by slave labor? 

So despite all those things, it is kind 
of a tough vote simply because I can 
tell you most people of this country do 
not know what MFN is and they do not 
really care that much about it unless 
they are directly involved in importing 
from China or are farmers, from an ag
ricultural State, and they know some 
agricultural products are being ex
ported to China. But when we look at 
those agricultural exports, they are 
not that great. 

I have nothing against China. I am 
not here as a tub thumper again,st 
China. But it seems to me the Mitchell 
proposal is the very least that a demo
cratic Nation, committed to human 
rights, ought to demand. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi is recognized. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this 

decision on trade status for China has 
great significance. If the Congress suc
ceeds in imposing discriminatory con
ditions on trade between the United 
States and China, the interests of our 
country will be sabotaged by our own 
Congress. China has no more advan
tages than more than 100 other United 
States trading partners, under the 
present relationship. The question is 
not whether we will give China special 
privileges but whether we will permit 
bilateral trade to continue without dis
criminatory impediments or harmful 
provisos. 

We are all dissatisfied with the poli
cies of the Beijing regime. But placing 

tariffs on Chinese goods is not an eff ec
ti ve way to help change those policies. 
The fact is, reform, when it finally 
comes in China, will come from within 
China and will not occur because of 
any effort by the United States Gov
ernment to impose reform upon China. 

Ending the trade relationship we now 
have with China would have serious 
consequences for the United States in 
at least three major areas. 

First, Chinese products would be
come more costly to American con
sumers. Tariffs on Chinese goods would 
increase dramatically. United States 
consumers would pay substantially 
higher prices for Chinese-made cloth
ing, footwear, toys, tools, and elec
tronics. 

Second, United States exporters 
would lose Chinese markets. A change 
in United States trade policy with 
China would provoke trade retaliation 
and put at risk billions of dollars in 
United States exports. Since no other 
country is imposing any discrimina
tory new trade restraints on China, 
businesses and exporters in Japan, Eu
rope, Australia and Canada would 
quickly fill in behind United States 
firms and take over that vast market. 
Investments that have been made by 
our Government and U.S. business 
firms will be lost, at very great eco
nomic cost. 

Third, the forces for reform and de
velopment in China, including mod
erate elements within the Chinese 
leadership, would suffer a mortal de
feat. China's most dynamic region, the 
southeast, would be damaged substan
tially. We would punish the Chinese 
who are most western oriented and 
most committed to economc and politi
cal reform. 

Some opponents of the President's 
policy of engagement and negotiation 
claim that their purpose is only to pro
mote reform in China. But conditional 
extension of our trade rules would be 
little better than an outright embargo. 
Companies could not make long-term 
commitments knowing that continu
ation of trade depended on the short
run judgments of Congress regarding 
China's political behavior. United 
States investment would dry up, along 
with the dialog and engagement that 
off er the best chance for progress in 
China. 

To yield to the pressure from the 
Senate Democrat leadership is to give 
up on our effort to influence reform in 
China. It would replace the current pol
icy with a shotgun blast against the 
Chinese people and the United States 
economic interests. 

The President's steady but aggres
sively policy of engagement is focusing 
on human rights, weapons control, fair 
trade and political reform. He is using 
his authority under existing law to tar
get these and other issues in ongoing 
discussions with the Chinese. Progress 
has been made in some areas and more 
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progress is likely if we will support our 
President. 

Setting congressional conditions on 
trade would undermine the President's 
leadership and erode the foundation on 
which this progress has been built. It 
would destroy all incentives for China 
to respond in a favorable way to our 
Government's efforts. 

Over the last decade, Sino-American 
trade has produced much more than fi
nancial transactions among Americans 
and Chinese. It has led to dramatic im
provement in living standards for hun
dreds of millions of people in both of 
our countries. It has led to construc
tive contact, to the sharing of ideas 
and values, and to progressive develop
ments in China. 

Americans have contributed to the 
emergence of a new generation of Chi
nese businessmen and consumers. 
Western ideas have spread from the in
tellectual elite to the bureaucracy, the 
urban work force, and even the rural 
population. 

In 1980 when President Jimmy Carter 
suggested, and the Congress approved, 
most-favored-nation status for China, 
that country was far more 
authoritarian than it is today. We 
acted then not to reward China for its 
human rights performance, but to dem
onstrate the benefits of trade and to 
expose China to American ideas and in
stitutions. That decision to pursue a 
policy of engagement at a time when 
Chinese human rights practices were 
worse than they are today stimulated 
positive changes in China that very few 
thought possible at the time. 

China is moving toward several im
portant and historic new reforms. The 
attempt by the hardliners there to 
modernize economically without 
changing politically is bound to fail. 
The road may be difficult but the 
movement toward freedom will con
tinue if we do not mess it up. The duty 
of free nations everywhere is to do ev
erything possible to promote this 
change and that is better done through 
dialog and engagement, than through 
isolation. 

Now more than ever the United 
States should have contact with China. 
Their future in the world community 
ultimately depends upon an open door 
to the world's ideas as well as its goods 
and services. 

I urge the Senate to support Presi
dent Bush and refrain from closing 
that door. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of a table showing the 
value of United States agriculture ex
ports to China over the past 5 years, 
and a copy of this morning's editorial 
appearing in the New York Times be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

VALUE OF UNITED STATES AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS TO 
CHINA 

[In millions of dollars) 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Wheat ................ .................... .. . 0 139.2 698.3 1,099.0 497.3 
Cotton ... ................................... . .5 .2 25.2 258.8 277.2 
Corn .................... ...... .............. .. 4.2 95.0 0. 33.5 15.0 
Soybeans ................................ .. 25.4 85.9 0 0 0 
Sugar ......... ......... .. ................. .. . 
Poultry meat 1 .... ............ .. .. ...... . 

15.6 .2 .l .l 
0 .2 1.9 

Hides and skins .............. ........ . 13.l 10.6 6.5 7.0 1.3 
Baby chicks ................ .. .. ........ .. 1.3 2.8 6.7 4.1 5.6 
Soybean meal .................. ........ . 0 0 0 6.5 0 
Sausage casings .................... .. .8 1.8 4.2 2.6 1.7 
Breeding stock ........................ . 3.8 1.0 .5 0 .7 
Tobacco .. .... ...... .... ...... ............ .. .7 0 3.7 0 .9 
Horticul. Prods . .... .................... . .6 1.7 .8 3.0 1.5 
Seeds ...................................... .. .7 1.3 1.8 2.6 .7 
Feathers and down ................. . .7 2.5 1.0 2.5 
Ginseng ............................ ...... .. 1.0 1.3 .2 1.1 
Other .... .. ..... .... .. ....................... . 7.9 8.8 8.6 5.2 12.2 

Agricultural total ........ 58.4 362.l 759.0 1.424.7 814.0 

Forest products ................. ....... 183.8 167.2 448.2 181.0 179.9 

1 Significant sales of United States poultry meat, especially chicken feet, 
are transshipped through Hong Kong and do not show up on United States 
Census export figures. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 

[From the New York Times, July 23, 1991] 
RENEW CHINA'S TRADE STATUS 

(By Li Xianglu and Lu Mai) 
Since the violent suppression of the stu

dent movement in Tiananmen Square in 
June 1989, condemnation of the Government 
has been near universal. But revoking its 
most-favored-nation status with the U.S., or 
attaching conditions, is the least effective 
means of improving China's human rights 
picture. This move, which Congress may vote 
on today, would punish the wrong people by 
damaging economic reform that is helping 
bring about a free market. 

Chen Ziming, a prominent dissident, 
agrees. Though sentenced to 13 years for his 
role in the 1989 demonstrations, he suspended 
a hunger strike lest U.S. critics of China use 
his protest as a reason to revoke most-fa
vored-nation status. Such revocation is the 
last thing reformers in Beijing want. 

The economic innovations of the late 70's 
have produced a private sector and market
oriented collectives, which have liberated 
hundreds of millions of peasants from deep 
poverty and state control. The introduction 
of new ideas from the outside world and 
growing freedom in the newly pluralistic 
economy have generated pressures for social 
and political change. 

Foreign trade and investment are the driv
ing forces behind the growth of the private 
sector. The State Statistical Bureau says 
that in 1990, while the output of state enter
prises grew at an annual rate of about 4 per
cent, the private sector's output grew at a 
rate of more than 20 percent and that of en
terprises involving foreign investment 
leaped more than 30 percent. 

Some point to the release of the dissident 
Fang Lizhi and a select few prisoners as evi
dence that the Chinese Government can be 
bullied by the threat of losing its trade bene
fits. But these meager results are mostly the 
outcome of quiet Arr.erican-Chinese negotia
tions. There is ample evidence that Beijing is 
prepared to endure substantial costs rather 
than succumb to international pressure. 

Public posturing over China's most-fa
vored-nation status and proposed conditions 
to renewing it challenge the leadership's le
gitimacy. Such demands hand conservatives 
an excuse to play on xenophobia, which is 
never far from the surface; the destructive
ness of xenophobia in modern China is still a 
vivid memory. 

Real human rights improvements will 
come only from systemic change. Foreign 

trade and investment and the demands they 
put on the centralized command economy 
promote such change and support those peo
ple who are pressing for structural reform. 

Critics of the Chinese leadership erro
neously suppose that canceling most-fa
vored-nation status would create economic 
difficulties that would eventually lead to a 
popular uprising and the fall of the Govern
ment. Since 1949, however, the Government 
has weathered repeated economic crises by 
appealing to nationalism and renewing 
central planning. Those harmed by the rev
ocation of its special trade status will not 
turn their frustration and anger against the 
Government; instead, reduced economic op
portunities outside the state system will 
force them to return to dependency on the 
Government. 

Withdrawing that status would provide the 
hard-liners with an excuse to recentralize 
control and curtail the influence of foreign 
economies. The hard-liners surely prefer 
things that way, for economic prosperity, 
rapid growth of the private sector and inte
gration into the world economy are beyond 
the old system's control. 

A gradual and peaceful transition to de
mocracy is in the interests of the 1.2 billion 
Chinese, the U.S. and the rest of the world. 
Only economic prosperity and political open
ness can make democracy achievable. The 
extension of most-favored-nation status 
without conditions will help promote these 
fundamental changes. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I intend 
to be brief, but I feel the need to ex
plain my position on the important 
vote we are about to take in this 
Chamber. 

Mr. President, I find this to be a very 
difficult vote. I find great merit on 
both sides of the issue. The question 
simply put is: Do we condition most-fa
vored-nation status for China? 

Most-favored-nation status is in it
self a misnomer. I think it misleads 
rather than enlightens, because we are 
not talking about some special trade 
status, as the term implies. Instead, we 
are talking about a standard trade 
treatment. 

Less than 12 countries in the world 
do not have it. Over 140 countries with 
whom we trade do have it. As one of 
the signatories of the letter drafted by 
the senior Senator from Montana [Mr. 
BAUCUS] we outlined in a letter to the 
President the areas in which we agreed 
with the majority leader. 

Senator MITCHELL was absolutely 
right in identifying three critical areas 
where Chinese behavior must change. 
He identified three areas in which 
there is a clear and continuing pattern 
of abuse. 

First and most important, human 
rights. Who can forget the sight of the 
young man standing in the path of the 
tank, standing up for human rights in 
China and facing down a tank? Who 
can forget the sound of tanks crushing 
people as they demonstrated for change 
in China? And who can forget the sto
ries of other young people being 
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dragged off in the night and summarily 
executed because they stood up for 
freed6m and democracy? And who can 
forget the continuing reports of deten
tion and suppression in China? I sub
mit, Mr. President, no fairminded per
son can forget that pattern of abuse. 

As we have abuses in human rights, 
we also have a pattern of abuses in 
trade. It has been repeated on this floor 
often that this year China will enjoy a 
$15 billion trade surplus in the United 
States. Is that because China is 
outcompeting those who produce for 
America? Absolutely not. The hard re
ality, according to this administration, 
is that China enjoys a trade surplus 
with us, again, because of a pattern of 
unfair trade practices. The latest Gov
ernment report outlines in detail 10 
pages of what the Chinese do to re
strict access to their markets by Unit
ed States business interests. 

The third area identified by the ma
jority leader that we put in our letter 
to the President was in the area of mis
sile sales, sales to Pakistan, sales to 
Iran, contemplated sales to Syria. That 
has to be an area of concern for anyone 
who worries about the proliferation of 
weapons around the world. 

But in our letter we also express the 
view that MFN, the standard practice 
of the United States, was not the ap
propriate vehicle, was not the way to 
influence Chinese behavior. Those of us 
who signed the letter were in agree
ment that cutting off trade would per
haps be counterproductive; that it 
would make China less open; that it 
would hurt the forces of reform within 
China. Mr. President, we asked the 
President of the United States in our 
letter to respond on these points. We 
asked him what he intended to do to 
send a clear and unmistakable message 
to China that they must change. 

We eagerly waited for 30 days for the 
President's response. The letter arrived 
in my office on Friday afternoon. I 
read that letter and, I must say, I was 
very disappointed. I found the Presi
dent's response to be extremely weak. 
In fact, I found his letter was really 
nothing new. It was a simple catalog
ing of what has been done in the past. 

The only new elements were provid
ing GATT status for Taiwan and some 
vague talk about the potential for a 301 
trade action against China. But it was 
a response so weak, Mr. President. that 
frankly, I do not think that any objec
tive or fairminded reader could say 
that it was enough in the face of this 
pattern of abuses by the Chinese. 

So I was asked earlier today, " Well , 
then, are you going to vote to condi
tion MFN status?" Mr. President, my 
conclusion is, no, I am not going to 
vote to condition MFN because I am 
still not persuaded that trade is the ap
propriate tool. In fact, I am convinced 
that is not the way to get the result 
which is required. It seems to me it is 
the responsibility for anyone who 

takes that position to say what we 
should do. What should our position 
be? 

Mr. President, first with respect to 
human rights, this President, who has 
demonstrated over and over a great in
terest in dealing with foreign nations 
and an ability to organize an inter
national response, ought to work to or
ganize the world community to con
demn the patterns of abuse by China. 

With respect to trade, this President 
ought to announce an immediate filing 
of a 301 action against China, a 301 ac
tion that can be tough, that can send 
an unmistakable message to the Chi
nese that their behavior is unaccept
able. 

On the question of missile sales, 
again, I think the President ought to 
work to organize the international 
community. Frankly, we do not come 
with clean hands to the question of 
international arm sales. No one sells 
more arms internationally than does 
this country. What is required is an 
international response to an inter
national problem, and the President 
could provide real leadership. 

So, Mr. President, I want to com
mend the majority leader for taking a 
principled stand. I was asked at noon, 
is the majority leader going to take a 
political hit if he does not have a veto
proof in this Chamber? My answer is , 
absolutely not. No one loses politically 
when they move from a principled 
stand. No one loses politically when 
they take a strong stand that has 
many elements worth supporting. 

So, again, Mr. President, I will say 
that the majority leader has been cou
rageous in bringing this issue to the 
Chamber. At the same time, I call on 
the President of the United States to 
act. The responses in his letter are sim
ply inadequate. The President owes the 
American people and owes the world 
community a stronger response. Moral
ity and decency demand more. 

So Mr. President, I will be voting on 
this legislation, but that will be a no 
for this year. And I will be waiting and 
watching to see if this President finds 
it within himself to provide real lead
ership and to take on this issue to 
sending a clear and unmistakable mes
sage to the Chinese that their behavior 
is unacceptable and must change. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair for 

recognizing me. 
This is one of these difficult times 

when I have to disagree with a friend. 
I sat around the table with the Presi
dent of the United States on this issue 
and he was good enough to say, " I 
know Jesse does not agree with me on 
it but"-and then he gave a case for 
MFN to Red China. So I disagree. I 
know he is sincere, but I believe him to 
be sincerely wrong. He does not like 

yes men, and I will not be one. And for 
that reason, I am going to vote for the 
bill of the distinguished majority lead
er. 

I am old enough to remember a trip 
to Munich taken by a man named Nev
ille Chamberlain. He came back from 
that meeting with Adolf Hitler, and he 
said "This is a guy we can work with; 
we can have peace in our time." And I 
am sure that he said we are going to 
trade with them, we are going to do 
this, and we are going to do that. Nev
ille Chamberlain lived to see this same 
man turn on the British Empire. Adolf 
Hitler was not to be trusted. 

In 1949, with reference to Red China, 
the leaders of the Chinese Communist 
Party came to power through force and 
violence without, and this is an under
statement of the year, without the con
sent of those that they govern. For 
more than 40 years, these leaders have 
maintained themselves in power 
through the same means. They mas
sacred Chinese workers and young peo
ple in Tiananmen Square. These young 
people were peacefully assembled in 
their own capital city. I will never for
get the sight of that young student 
standing up before that advancing tank 
and being ground into paste beneath it. 

The Chinese Communists have se
cretly imprisoned without charge or 
trial thousands of their own people 
whose only wish was for the demo
cratic freedoms desired by all man
kind. They have created the world's 
largest system of slave labor camps, 
with millions of inmates, according to 
uncontested testimony before the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee, of 
which I am the ranking member. The 
Chinese Communists have flooded 
international markets with a variety 
of products made by slave labor. That 
is why I respectfully disagree with my 
friend, the President of the United 
States. I say again, I do not doubt his 
sincerity. I just believe he is sincerely 
wrong. 

They have secretly begun construc
tion of a nuclear weapons plant in Al
geria and sold to Pakistan ballistic 
missiles capable of carrying nuclear 
weapons-thereby threatening regional 
peace and security. 

They have invaded and occupied their 
neighbor, Tibet, to the point that it 
may be dead both as a nation and as a 
culture. 

They have armed the genocidal 
Khmer Rouge, causing the deaths of 
more than a million people and the de
struction of Cambodia. 

They have violated every inter
nationally accepted standard of human 
rights and democracy. 

Mr. President, it is imperative that 
such dangerous and inhumane behavior 
cease. 

The United States is obliged to exert 
the kind of leadership necessary to 
bring this savagery to an end. If the 
United States has learned anything 
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from the gulf war, Mr. President, it is 
that, without President Bush's coura
geous decision to force the issue, Ku
wait would still be under Iraqi occupa
tion. Similarly, Congress can force the 
issue in China by refusing to renew 
most-favored-nation trading status. 

Since China is a nuclear weapons 
state, the United States does not have 
the options of military force. However, 
the United States does have the lever
age provided by an enormous, open 
American market, upon which China's . 
Communist leaders are becoming more 
and more dependent for the precious 
hard currency they need to hold onto 
power. 

Removal of the privilege of the most
favored-nation status would instantly 
subject most Chinese imports to the 
full effect of our 1930 tariff law. 

Between 1988 and 1990, Mr. President, 
the value of footwear imported from 
China increased threefold. Under cur
rent tariffs, certain kinds of footwear 
now enter the United States at a 6 per
cent ad valorem rate of duty; without 
most-favored-status and valorem rate 
of duty; without most-favored-status 
that duty would rise to a prohibitory 35 
percent. 

Toys now coming into the United 
States at 7.8 percent would face a 70-
percent tariff. Cotton bathrobes would 
face a rise in tariffs from 8.5 to 90 per
cent. Toys, textiles and footwear, 
among the most likely products of the 
slave labor camp system, lead the list 
of United States imports from China. 

Mr. President, not all products im
ported from China would be affected by 
removal of the trade status. For exam
ple, tin, a significant import, would re
main duty free. Abolition of the status, 
therefore, would not be a protectionist 
gambit, but a powerful inducement to 
the Chinese Communist leaders to 
abandon the criminal and degrading 
practice of slave labor and to cease 
arming unstable regions of the world. 

Although the argument based on 
human rights is the most important 
justification for withholding the fa
vored nation status, Mr. President, 
there are other respectable arguments: 

First, Communist China is not a 
member of the General Agreements on 
Tariffs and Trade, thus has no claim to 
permanent most-favored-nation status. 

Second, such a status for China is de
pendent upon a key test of the Jack
son-Vanik amendment to the trade bill 
of 1974-freedom to emigrate. The mil
lions of unfortunates unjustly held in 
slave-labor camps are clearly denied 
this freedom. 

Third, on April 26, United States 
Trade Representative Carla Hills 
named Communist China as the world's 
No. 1 thief of United States intellectual 
property. Her agency estimates Amer
ican loses in pirated books, music re
cordings, and computer software to be 
at least $400 million annually. Losses 
in the pharmaceutical area are likely 

to drive the final figure well over half 
a billion dollars. 

Finally, and most important, as the 
United States Embassy in Beijing has 
pointed out, the Chinese leadership has 
been engaged in a policy of discrimina
tion against United States products 
ever since the Tiananmen massacre. On 
May 3, the Wall Street Journal re
ported that the United States would be 
prohibited from competing in the Chi
nese telecommunications market. One 
suspects that what ever the result of 
this debate, other U.S. industries will 
soon be discriminated against. 

Removal of the trade status would 
force the Communist Chinese leader
ship to choose between freedom and op
pression, between having access to the 
United States market and continuing 
arms sales to unstable areas. The Unit
ed States market can be worth $20 bil
lion a year to the Chinese in total 
sales, but arms sales bring them only 
$2 to $3 billion. 

Mr. President, one suspects that the 
Chinese, being astute businessman, will 
not be long choosing. 

AMENDMENT NO. 806 

(Purpose: To provide that certain affected 
entities may file a petition with the De
partment of Commerce with respect to vio
lations of section 307(a) of the Tariff Act of 
1930, and other purposes.) 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS], proposes an amendment numbered 
806. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill , insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. • ENFORCEMENT OF PROHIBITION 

AGAINST IMPORTATION OF CON· 
VICT-MADE GOODS. 

Section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1307) is amended-

(1) by striking " All goods" and inserting 
"(a ) IN GENERAL.-All goods" ; 

(2) by striking "'FORCED LABOR,'" and in-
serting "(b) FORCED LABOR.-'Forced 
Labor,'"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsections: 

"(c) P ENALTIES.- (! ) With respect to any 
violation of subsection (a ), an order under 
this section shall require the person to pay a 
civil penalty of-

"(A) $10,000 for one violation; 
"(B) $100,000 in the case of a person pre

viously subject to one order under this sec
tion; or 

"(C) $1 ,000,000 in the case of a person pre
viously subject to more than one order under 
this section. 

" (2)(A) Before imposing an order described 
in paragraph (1) against a person for a viola
tion of subsection (a), the Secretary of the 

Treasury shall provide the person with no
tice and, upon request made within a reason
able time (of not less than 30 days, as estab
lished by the Secretary of the Treasury) of 
the date of the notice, a hearing respecting 
the violation. 

"(B) Any hearing so requested shall be con
ducted before an administrative law judge. 
The hearing shall be conducted in accord
ance with the requirements of section 554 of 
title 5, United States Code. The hearing shall 
be held at the nearest practicable place to 
the place where the person resides or of the 
place where the alleged violation occurred. If 
no hearing is so requested, the Secretary of 
the Treasury's imposition of the order shall 
constitute a final and unappealable order. 

"(C) If the administrative law judge deter
mines, upon the preponderance of the evi
dence received, that a person named in the 
complaint has violated subsection (a), the 
administrative law judge shall state his find
ings of fact and issue and cause to be served 
on such person an order described in para
graph (1). 

"(3) The decision and order of an adminis
trative law judge shall become the final 
agency decision and order of the Secretary of 
the Treasury unless, within 30 days, the Sec
retary of the Treasury modifies or vacates 
the decision and order, in which case the de
cision and order of the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall become a final order under 
this subsection. The Secretary of the Treas
ury may not delegate his authority under 
this paragraph. 

"(4) A person adversely affected by a final 
order respecting an assessment may, within 
45 days after the date the final order is is
sued, file a petition in the Court of Appeals 
for the appropriate circuit for review of the 
order. 

"(5) If a person fails to comply with a final 
order issued under this subsection against 
the person, the Attorney General shall file a 
suit to seek compliance with the order in 
any appropriate circuit court of the United 
States. In any such suit, the validity and ap
propriateness of the final order shall not be 
subject to review. 

" (d) PETITION FILED WITH THE DEPARTMENT 
OF COMMERCE.-(!) A petition to enforce the 
prohibitions contained in subsection (a) may 
be filed with the Secretary of the Depart
ment of Commerce (hereafter in this sub
section referred to as the 'Secretary' ) by-

"(A) any public interest group or human 
rights organization; or 

" (B) an entity including trade association, 
firm, certified or recognized union, or group 
of workers, which is representative of an in
dustry adversely affected by the sale of im
ports produced by forced labor. 

" (2)(A) Whenever a petition is filed under 
paragraph (1) the Secretary shall promptly 
transmit copies of the petition to the Office 
of the United States Trade Representative 
and other Federal agencies directly con
cerned. 

"(B) In order for a proceeding to be com
menced based on a petition filed with the 
Secretary under this subsection, such peti
tion must be accompanied by reasonable evi
dence that a violation of subsection (a) has 
occurred. 

" (3)(A) Upon the filing of a petition under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall, within 20 
days after the date on which such petition is 
filed, determine whether the petition alleges 
the elements necessary to impose a penalty 
or issue an exclusion order under this sub
section and contains reasonable evidence 
supporting such petition. 

"(B) The Secretary shall make a deter
mination within 180 days after the date on 
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which a petition is filed with respect to 
whether a violation under subsection (a) has 
occurred. _ 

"(4)(A) If the Secretary determines, as a 
result of an investigation under this sub
section, that there is a violation of the pro
visions of this section, it shall-

"(i) direct that the articles concerned, im
ported by any person violating the provi
sions of this section, be excluded from entry 
into the United States, unless, after consid
ering the effect of such exclusion upon the 
public health and welfare, competitive condi
tions in the United States economy, the 
product of like or directly competitive arti
cles in the United States, and United States 
consumers, the Secretary finds that such ar
ticles should not be excluded from entry; and 

"(ii) direct the Secretary to impose pen
al ties provided under subsection (c) against 
any person violating the provision of this 
section. 

"(B) The Secretary shall notify the Sec
retary of the Treasury of its action under 
this subsection directing such exclusion from 
entry or imposition of penalties under sub
paragraph (A), and upon receipt of such no
tice, the Secretary shall, through the proper 
officers refuse such entry or provide for the 
imposition of such penalties. 

"(5) The Secretary may, by rule prescribe 
sanctions for abuse of discovery and abuse of 
process to the extent authorized by Rule 11 
and Rule 37 of the Federal Rules of Civil Pro
cedure.". 

Mr. HELMS. I will explain it. 
Mr. President, under the terms of 

Section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
goods that are produced or mined in a 
foreign country by forced or convict 
labor cannot be imported into the 
United States. That is the law of the 
land now. There are also criminal pen
alties, sections 1761 and 1762 of chapter 
85 of United States Code which make it 
a crime to transport, import, or fail to 
label prison-made products. 

The amendment that I have just sent 
to the desk will address the issue of en
forcement of existing law prohibiting 
importation of goods, products pro
duced by slave labor, forced labor, or 
prison labor. 

Let me summarize the amendment as 
briefly as I may. This amendment now 
pending would permit public interest 
groups and anyone else in competition 
with the imported product to petition 
the Commerce Department to deter
mine whether the goods in question 
are, in fact, produced by prison or 
forced labor. If the Commerce Depart
ment finds a violation of the forced 
labor import laws, it can direct the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exclude 
the goods in question from the United 
States and impose penalties upon those 
who imported them. 

The amendment will not change the 
existing definition of forced labor since 
that definition is not in question and 
similar statutes in England and Canada 
are similarly worded. Nor would it af
fect our obligations under the Inter
national Labor Organization Conven
tion 105 recently ratified by this Sen
ate. 

Perhaps a bit of history is in order, 
Mr. President. Two years ago, I began 

to inquire about the fate of young Chi
nese people, the workers and ordinary 
citizens of mainland China who had 
survived the massacre of Tiananmen 
Square and the other prodemocracy 
uprisings across Communist China. All 
the experts I contacted agreed on this 
point: Those who took an active part 
had disappeared into the Communist 
Chinese gulag. 

Upon coming to power in 1949, the 
Communist Chinese, under the guid
ance of Stalin's version of KGB, estab
lished a nationwide system of prisons, 
detention centers, and labor camps. Ac
cording to testimony provided to the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
by Mr. Harry Wu of the Hoover Insti
tute and Mr. Stephen Moser of the 
Cleremont Institute, there are 5,000 
labor camps in Communist China 
today, and these camps hold at least-
now get this-at least 10 million peo
ple. The Asian-American Free Labor 
Institute estimates 20 million pris
oners. 

But no one in the free world knows 
the actual number because the Com
munists will not allow the Inter
national Red Cross or other human 
rights groups to inspect the prisons. 

Question, Mr. President. Do we really 
want to extend MFN, most-favored-na
tion treatment, to a regime like this? 
My conscience tells me no. And that is 
why I disagree with my President. 

These labor camps can fairly be 
called death camps. For most Chinese 
caught in the system, an assignment to 
the camps is a one-way ticket. I guess 
it is a physical incarceration equiva
lent of getting a case of AIDS. 

Outside of Beijing is an enormous 
camp of about 100 square miles in size. 
Visualize that, if you will. According 
to testimony of Mr. Moser and Mr. Wu, 
a million people have passed through 
this camp. But as Mr. Wu and Mr. 
Moser said, " Many of them are still 
there. They are buried there.' ' Henry 
Wu should know; he was there. He was 
a prisoner. 

Very, very few prisoners ever com
pletely break free of the labor camp 
system. As the Library of Congress Far 
Eastern Law Library experts told us 
last year, most of those in the camps 
have not been sentenced by any court 
and therefore they can be held indefi
nitely. Even those who have a defined 
sentence cannot return home in the 
vast majority of cases. 

According to Asia Watch, they are 
"forcibly and indefinitely retained as 
workers after they have completed 
their sentences so that export-oriented 
productivity will not be diminished by 
their departure from the system. ' ' 

How do you like that for justice? Is 
this the kind of regime, Mr. President, 
I ask again, that we want to recognize 
with most-favored-nation treatment? 
This Senator has to say, " No. " 

This raises the most sinister aspect 
of the Chinese gulag. As one long-suf-

fering prisoner put it, "China surely 
must be the only country in the world 
whose prisons turn a profit." 

Mr. President, I suspect that most 
Senators have made up their minds on 
this for one reason or another, perhaps 
loyalty, perhaps for some other reason. 
I had intended maybe to show some 
charts. But here again Senators should 
be or are aware of the information. 
What the charts show, if I would take 
the time to set them up, is that the 
prisoners are producing a multitude of 
products: T-shirts, underwear, ladies 
sweaters, blue jeans, wool cloth, cotton 
cloth, socks, work gloves, sneakers, 
slippers, leather shoes, flashlights, 
hand tools, electric drills, auto parts, 
iron and steel, galvanized wire, electric 
generators, diesel engines, power trans
formers, lead, coal, consumer elec
tronics, arts and crafts, wine, and even 
the cardboard containers to pack it in 
and ship it to the United States in 
competition with our own workers. 
That is the point. 

Mr. President, I am sorry to say-and 
this is a bipartisan folly; Democrat ad
ministrations and Republican adminis
trations have taken the same view
the Government has known down 
through the years about the Com
munist Chinese gulag. State Depart
ment officers have been told that all 
the prisons in an entire province have 
slave labor subcontracting programs 
tied to outside factories. The Customs 
Department itself has even purchased 
products in the United States whose 
makers have admitted using slave 
labor in production. 

I remind you-and that is what this 
pending amendment is all about-this 
is against the law. This is against U.S. 
law. It has nothing to do with MFN ex
cept MFN compounds the problem. 

I guess what the amendment really 
says is let us enforce the existing law 
that has been on the books for a long 
time. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). Is there a sufficient sec
ond? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am in a 
novel position. I believe both managers 
are willing to accept the amendment. 
Senators are busy with committee 
meetings, and so forth, 5 minutes ago 
upstairs. 

I will not ask for the yeas and nays. 
I withdraw the request. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, let me 
say first to the distinguished Senator 
that we have worked together regard
ing some concerns about the amend
ment. I want to express my apprecia
tion for that cooperation. 

I share the concern about exports of 
products made by prison labor in 
China. Frankly, the Treasury Depart
ment just has not enforced the import 
prohibition in the 1930 Tariff Act. 

So this addresses that problem by es
tablishing some penalties that would 
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be applied to importers of products 
coming from prison laborers. 

As manager for the majority, I see no 
objection to the amendment, and will 
be pleased to accept it. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank my friend from 
Texas. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from North Carolina. The 
amendment offers a sorely needed 
method to ensure that section 307 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 is enforced. Sec
tion 307 prohibits the importation of 
forced or slave labor products. It has 
been in place for over 60 years and has 
only been used once-in 1951, to ban 
imports of Soviet crab meat. 

Over 1 year ago, Senator HELMS and 
I, along with Senators SANFORD and 
THURMOND, wrote the President urging 
him to initiate an investigation of 
products exported from the People's 
Republic of China. In September of last 
year, the Treasury Department re
sponded, saying that they had initiated 
"an active investigation into the alle
gations of the manufacture, growth, 
and mining of a variety of products 
with the aid of forced or prison labor." 
We were assured by Treasury that the 
Customs Service would conduct its in
vestigation in an expeditious manner. 
It is now July 22, 1991, and to my 
knowledge we have received nothing 
further from the administration. 

We do have, however, a 1990 GAO re
port which indicated the following: 

Forced labor is an integral part of the po
litical, judicial, penal, and economic systems 
in the PRC and is practiced throughout the 
country. To the extent possible, the PRC 
uses detainees for productive labor in areas 
such as farming, manufacturing, and mining. 

The State Department currently estimates 
the number of prisons and labor reform or re
education facilities and detention centers at 
about 3,000. Although the labels attached to 
the various facilities vary, both U.S. govern
ment and private sources agree that impris
onment in the PRC usually involves forced 
labor. 

The State Department estimates the num
ber [of detainees] to be over two million, 
while former detainees and researchers esti
mate the number to be many more. 

U.S. Customs Service officials said that in 
no instance had they banned-forced-labor 
goods from the PRC. However, Customs is 
currently investigating allegations that cer
tain products of forced labor have been im
ported into the United States from the PRC. 
Both government and private sources have 
circumstantial evidence that the products of 
forced labor have been exported by the PRC 
and that such products have reached the 
United States. 

We also have a report from Asia 
Watch, dated April 19, 1991, which re
ports their finding of a restricted cir
culation journal for Chinese prison and 
labor camp officials. The journal de
scribes China's policy of using forced 
labor to produce goods for exports. 

For example, one article describes 
the products of the New Life Cotton 
Cloth Mill, a prison unit: 

In the last six years, we exported 8.52 mil
lion pieces of knit underwear, 10.37 million 

meters of cotton cloth, 85 tons of knit grey 
* * *. We won goodwill and praise from cus
tomers in such developed countries as Japan, 
the United States and West Germany (empha
sis added). 

We also have the results of a 6-month 
Business Week investigation, detailed 
in a story from the April 22, 1991, issue, 
entitled "China's Ugly Export Secret: 
Prison Labor." The article states: 

China's trade officials are crafting a secret 
policy to use labor from its camps and pris
ons to manufacture exports specifically for 
the U.S., Germany and Japan. 

It goes on to say: 
[T]hese days, the Chinese are becoming 

less reticent about actively seeking foreign 
partners. U.S. and European companies have 
been given tours of prison factories. 

This investigation revealed, accord
ing to the magazine, "just how com
mitted the Chinese are to gulag com
munism as part of their economic plan
ning. China is crossing the line by 
using its prisoners for commercial gain 
overseas. Moreover, many forced labor
ers are political detainees. Most are 
not tried or even convicted." 

If we wish to show solidarity with the 
surviving Tiananmen Square freedom 
protesters, there is no better way than 
to vote for the Helms amendment. By 
allowing public interest or human 
rights groups to sue to compel the ad
ministration to enforce this long-ne
glected statute or to block importation 
of slave labor goods, we will prevent 
this abominable practice of allowing 
American importers to benefit from 
the sweat of political prisoners. 

I understand that a compromise 
amendment will be offered and accept
ed. This compromise will allow human 
rights and public interest groups, as 
well as domestic competitors to peti
tion the Department of Commerce for a 
determination that imports fall under 
the prohibition of section 307. While 
this amendment is much weaker than I 
would like, it is an important step for
ward to get section 307 enforced. It is a 
shameful record that section 307 has 
only been invoked by the Treasury De
partment once in 60 years-on crab 
meat from Russia. I hope this amend
ment will force the Treasury to per
form the job assigned to it under the 
statute. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Helms amendment. 

Mr. BIDEN. I have a question for the 
distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina. Subsection (d)(l)(A) of the 
amendment refers to "public interest 
group or human rights group." Would 
Asia Watch, Amnesty International, 
the International Campaign for Tibet, 
the International League for Human 
Rights, the Lawyer's Committee for 
Human Rights, the Asian-American 
Free Labor Institute, the National 
Consumer's League, the International 
Labor Rights and Education Fund, the 
Washington Legal Foundation, and the 
Pacific Legal Foundation be among the 

organizations considered to be within 
the definition of "public interest group 
or human rights group" for the pur
poses of this provision? 

Mr. HELMS. The distinguished Sen
ator from Delaware is correct. The or
ganizations he named, and similar or
ganizations, would be within the defini
tion of "public interest group or 
human rights group" for purposes of 
that subsection. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of this amendment. China's 
inexcusable record on human rights 
needs no elaboration; that nation's use 
of farced labor is one of its worst prac
tices. 

The Chinese Government's labor and 
economic policies have harmed Ameri
cans as well as Chinese citizens. Thou
sands of jobs have been lost in Penn
sylvania-and across the Nation-as a 
result of these policies. We must tell 
the Chinese Government, in unequivo
cal terms, that we will not stand for 
the importation of goods made by 
forced labor. 

This amendment will send a strong 
message. By granting individuals, pub
lic interest groups, and human rights 
organizations standing to sue for viola
tions of the U.S. ban on imported goods 
made with forced labor, this amend
ment will add teeth to our present pol
icy. 

It's no secret that China continues to 
export goods made with forced labor. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and close the door on this 
abominable practice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, we ac
cept the amendment on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Carolina. 

The amendment (No. 806) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I want 
to just make a few brief comments in 
support of the Mitchell resolution, and 
I do so by starting out with the obser
vation that today our Government, the 
administration in power in the execu
tive branch, has an economic program 
for every country in the world except 
this one. 

The administration has a jobs pro
gram for every country around the 
world except for our own country. We 
have real problems here at home. Prob
ably as good an illustration of that as 
any is the cartoon in today's Washing-
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ton Post. It shows some American peo
ple and children standing out ready to 
welcome President Bush back from his 
foreign trip, and they have a sign that 
says: "Welcome to the U.S.A., George 
Bush. Have a nice visit." And behind 
the sign, it shows all the problems in 
our country, with libraries closing, not 
enough money for housing, airlines in 
trouble, businesses going under, no 
heal th program, no proverty programs. 
It says up at the top, "Remember, he is 
not making the trip to our country to 
hear about our problems." Of course, 
the President, a friend of mine, I has
ten to add that, is off within a matter 
of days to go over to the Soviet Union 
on still another foreign trip. 

Here we are in here today with an 
economic program designed to help 
China. A month and a half ago, the ad
ministration was in here with an eco
nomic program to help Mexico with the 
proposed United States-Mexican Free
Trade Agreement, which is going to 
take hundreds of thousands, and I 
think millions, of jobs from this coun
try down to Mexico. 

Here is the administration in here 
today asking us to do some special fa
vors for China, for mainland China. 
The question that has to be asked here 
today is what is fair for the United 
States? What is fair for the people of 
this country? 

I think the people of this country 
ought to have some consideration in 
here on these economic issues, and not 
just the people of all the other coun
tries around the world. 

We have a serious recession here in 
America. You can pick up the paper 
today; pick it up yesterday, the day be
fore. Virtually every major company in 
America is laying off workers-not 
calling them back, but laying off addi
tional workers. IBM, within the last 
week, announced that it is going to 
permanently reduce its work force by 
17,000 workers. General Motors has just 
announced it it going to be closing two 
more of its manufacturing plants 
across the United States. Virtually 
every company in America is shrinking 
in size. 

There was an announced merger be
tween two big banks in New York. 
They are going to lay off thousands of 
workers. There was an announcement 
yesterday by two big banks in the 
southeast part of the United States. 
They expect to be laying off 9,000 addi
tional workers. 

That is on top of the fact that in the 
United States today, of the people that 
we count in the unemployment list, 
there are 8. 7 million people in the Unit
ed States right now, who want to be 
working and who cannot work because 
their jobs have disappeared and they 
are unemployed. 

In my own home State of Michigan, 
we have over 400,000 people unem
ployed. That does not count people 
that have been out of work so long that 

they are called discouraged workers" 
and have given up looking for work. 
They are not even counted in the num
bers, although across our country there 
are several million more of those. If 
you want to see them around this 
town, drive under any one of the over
passes in town, and you will see home
less people there living in cardboard 
boxes, sleeping on the park benches or 
the hot air grates at night around this 
city. That is true not only here, but all 
across this country. We do not have a 
jobs program here in America, but 
today we have a proposal which is a 
jobs program for China. 

China, this year, will have a trade 
surplus with the United States of $15 
billion. What does that mean? It means 
that China, this year, will take out of 
our society, in a 12-month period of 
time, $15 billion of scarce capital; they 
will take that money to China, and 
they will take the jobs that are at
tached to that work to China, as well. 
As the Senator from North Carolina 
and others have pointed out, many of 
those jobs taken from the United 
States to China are being performed by 
people in labor camps under the most 
appalling conditions that one can 
imagine. 

We cannot afford to have $15 billion 
worth of jobs shipped out of the United 
States to China. We cannot afford to 
have $15 billion worth of scarce capital 
go to China. But that is precisely what 
the Bush administration is asking for 
here today. In fact, they are saying: 
That is not enough. Let us send some 
more. Let us provide most-favored-na
tion status, so they can do even more 
in terms of increasing this trade 
inbalance and take more of this eco
nomic strength out of the United 
States. 

It just does not make any sense. Why 
is this administration not fighting for 
American workers? Why do unem
ployed workers in this country not 
count for something? We have over $8 
billion today in the national unemploy
ment compensation fund that has been 
collected to pay extended unemploy
ment benefits to workers who have not 
been called back to work. Yet, the 
workers in this country are not getting 
that money, which has been collected 
precisely to help them hold body and 
soul together in a serious recession 
like this one. We asked Mr. Darman 
the other day in the Budget Committee 
if they were going to allow those ex
tended unemployment benefits to be 
paid out of that surplus that has been 
collected to go to our workers who 
have exhausted their unemployment 
benefits and have not been called back 
to work, men and women who are los
ing their cars, homes, family, and los
ing hope. The money has been collected 
to help them. The administration says: 
no, we are not spending one dime on 
them. 

But they are in here today asking for 
economic help for China and for the 
Chinese workers. Here sits, in our own 
unemployment compensation fund, 
over $8 billion. It is needed by workers 
in this country, and the administration 
says, no, they cannot have it. They 
cannot have it. We have just had 48,000 
workers in the State of Michigan trig
ger off of their extended unemploy
ment compensation benefits because of 
the approach of this administration. 

More than that-and many people do 
not know this-most of us have gone to 
ceremonies thanking and commemo
rating the service given by our service 
men and women in Desert Storm in the 
Persian Gulf. The fact is that the way 
the unemployment compensation pro
gram is working today in the United 
States, returning service men and 
women coming back to the United 
States who cannot find work, first of 
all, have to wait 4 weeks before they 
qualify for unemployment compensa
tion benefits; and then, after they qual
ify, they only get 13 weeks, only half of 
what other workers in this society get. 
That is not right. 

But the administration has not come 
in here to ask to set that right, to help 
these returning service men and 
women who cannot find work here in 
the civilian economy, no; they are in 
here asking us to help China. 

Well, we are helping everybody 
around the world; how about helping 
people in America for a change? People 
here need the help. They deserve the 
help. They ought to come first, not 
last. In the view of this administration, 
they always come last, because some 
other foreign country comes first, and 
today it happens to be China; they are 
walking in here with a $15 billion trade 
surplus with this country. Some people 
say that-I have heard it argued on the 
floor-if we do not let the Chinese 
dump all of this surplus production in 
the United States, they will take their 
business elsewhere. What a laugh that 
is. Where are they going to take it? 
What other country will take a $15 bil
lion trade surplus of this kind from 
China? There is not any country that 
will do it, because no other country 
can afford to. And this country cannot 
afford to do it. So no other country is 
going to sop up all of that excess pro
duction, because no other country will 
allow themselves to be taken advan
tage of by the Chinese the way this 
country is being taken advantage of. 

People talk about the credit crunch. 
There is a credit crunch. Just a day 
ago, I talked to an entrepreneur in 
Michigan, who had just gone into chap
ter 11. There are 1,400 employees, and 
they are in the process to being laid 
off. He is experiencing a credit crunch, 
as are hundreds and hundreds of busi
nesses across this country. 

Well, $15 billion worth of scarce cap
ital is going to leave the United States 
this year and go to China, compliments 
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of the Bush administration. That is 
part of the credit crunch. The unem
ployed workers around this country 
that are increasingly desperate to try 
to just hold their lives together are 
having a hard time understanding why 
this Government, why this administra
tion, has such a great concern about 
helping the Chinese, and virtually no 
concern about helping our own people 
right here in the United States. 

Others have talked about the weap
ons technology that the Chinese are 
spreading around the world, making 
the world a more dangerous place. Yet, 
the proposal today is to reward them 
for it, give them something extra, give 
them a bonus, give them most-favored
nation trading status. Of course, China 
joins a long list. We have had the ad
ministration come in here this year 
and ask for emergency assistance, not 
for some community in this country, 
not for some group of workers that 
have lost their jobs; they asked for 
money for almost every country in the 
world. We have given money to Egypt 
this year. We came in on an emergency 
basis-an emergency basis-for money 
for the Sudan; money for Ethiopia. The 
Bush administration says we have to 
give money to Angola and give money 
to Bangladesh. 

We are giving all these people money 
and giving China all of this special 
trade advantage. What about the peo
ple here at home? Do they not count 
for something, the ones that built this 
country, the ones that fought the war? 
Do they not deserve some consider
ation? How do we get them on the list? 
Maybe we ought to list the United 
States as a foreign country, and then 
they could qualify for foreign aid. We 
could come in here, and we could tack 
it onto the help for China. 

I think people of the country are sick 
of this. They are sick of a government 
that turns its back on its own people. 
We need a national health-care pro
gram in this country because we have 
people today that are sick and dying 
and do not have a penny of insurance. 

Do we see the administration coming 
in here and asking for health care? Not 
a peep. Fifteen billion dollars' worth of 
trade surplus for China would more 
than fund the health-care program that 
we introduced, a group of us here in the 
Senate, just 2 or 3 weeks ago. 

You want to know how to pay for it? 
take that money and pay for it. Would 
we be better off with health care for 
our people or shipping the $15 billion to 
China? 

I would like to put that on a ballot 
and get it out to the public and get a 
vote taken. We would settle this issue 
pretty darn quickly. The people of the 
United States are being used as a door
mat and this administration is quick 
to help someone else. 

There is a problem out there over the 
horizon in another country. Here 
comes the United States. How much 

money do you need? If it is somebody 
here, tough luck. That is your problem. 
Do the best you can. That is what this 
is all about. Make no mistake about it. 

I know the President, who is my 
friend, was the envoy to China years 
ago and he has a close relationship 
with that country in terms of having 
put in that kind of service there. I un
derstand that. I care about China my
self, but not more than this country. I 
think our problems come first. 

This proposition of most-favored-na
tion trading status for China helps 
China, but hurts America. It is just 
that simple. And one of these days I 
would like to get a proposition coming 
down from the White House, something 
that is designed to help America, to get 
America back on the list of countries 
that we are going to pay attention to 
and look at the needs of and help the 
people. The people across these 50 
States need the help. They want to go 
back to work. They do not want their 
jobs sent to Mexico or sent to China or 
sent to the Soviet Union or sent some 
other place. They want their jobs 
brought back home so they can go to 
work, so they can earn a paycheck, so 
they can pay their bills, so they can 
feed their kids, and keep a roof over 
their head. It is just that simple, and it 
is just that basic. 

The problem is when you get a gov
ernment with too many people with 
elite views, and who have it made, and 
who are so far removed and discon
nected from these problems that are 
hounding our people at the grassroots, 
and many of them in the middle class 
of this country who are sliding back
ward, too much of our Government is 
disconnected from those realities. 

Oh, yes, we have a grand scheme for 
China here today and a grand scheme 
for Mexico and a grand scheme for the 
Soviet Union and a grand scheme for 
Kuwait, you name it. But no plan for 
America; no plan for America. And 
America is in trouble, America is slid
ing backward in economic terms, and 
our people need a response. And they 
deserve a response and the response 
ought not to be to come in here and say 
take more out of the hides of the 
American people so we can help the 
kind of a government that we see in 
place, if you can call it that, in China 
today. 

Just 2 years ago in Tiananmen 
Square we all saw it on television, the 
massacre and slaughter of the students 
at that time by this brutal govern
ment, and now we are in here with the 
Bush administration saying let us give 
then a reward. Let us give them a re
ward. Let us send $15 billion of scarce 
money over to China today and 15 bil
lion dollars' worth of jobs. Let us send 
that over to China to tell them how 
much we like them over there. Not 
with my vote; not with my vote. 

And I hope this issue is going to get 
clearly into focus by the time that 

next election in this country rolls 
around because I hope the people of 
this country are going to have a choice 
and have a way to vote to do some
thing to help this country because this 
country needs help, and it is not get
ting it with legislation of this kind. 

I thank my colleagues, and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. EXON]. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the con
ventional wisdom of the issue, before 
the Senate is supposedly the fairness in 
granting continuation of most-favored
nation status to the People 's Republic 
of China in light of their obvious civil 
rights violations, their shipment of 
arms to third world countries and their 
breech of trade agreements. I think 
that we all agree they have done these 
bad things and continue to do them. 
There is ample reason to take them to 
the woodshed and like others, I am 
tempted to do just that. 

But, may I suggest that we take a 
step back from the emotions that these 
transgressions have tempted us to 
shape retaliatory measures against 
them. Let us take a look at whether 
the restrictions that have been sug
gested with regard to the Chinese 
might rebound to our passing sanctions 
inadvertently against ourselves. 

Most-favored-nation status is a lit
tle-understood term. It seems to con
template that this is a special trade ar
rangement that we have graciously be
stowed on only our best, most thought
ful partners around the world. That is 
hog-wash on its face, when you realize 
that we have such an arrangement with 
all but a dozen or so countries in the 
world. Who would realize that we have 
to this very moment most-favored-na
tion status in existence with the gov
ernment of Saddam Hussein? Oh yes, it 
is ineffective because of the embargo. 
But the fact remains that we have had 
this in effect with Saddam for a long 
time. Has he ever fit the examples or 
values that some seem to think encom
pass justification for such status? 

Then there are other countries such 
as Syria which is an established ex
porter of terrorism. Would you believe 
they would qualify for friendly MFN 
status? How about Jordan, one of Sad
dam Hussein's best supporters during 
the gulf war? Yep, they get MFN status 
also. And then there are others like 
Mu'ammar Qadhafi's Libya and of 
course as it follows the country of Iran. 
Obviously these are all our good bud
dies. 

The point is that most-favored-na
tion status is granted to most, which in 
essence makes it not special, but 
standard trade policy, right or wrong, 
from the U.S. perspective. In our rush 
to punish China are we shooting China 
in the foot, or shooting off both of 
ours? 

Now to the crux of my position, 
which I concede is parochial and di .. 



19352 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 23, 1991 
rectly related to agriculture, which 
will come as no surprise to my col
leagues in the Senate. 

I am confident that the harm direct 
restrictions would do to American 
farmers is not the crux of the Presi
dent's position because his policies are 
and will be disastrous for the family 
farms of America. The result of crip
pling restrictions will accrue to the de
cided detriment of our food producers. 
There is no question that China will 
and can buy grain elsewhere. The world 
is full of it, and all of us at this criti
cally adverse time should remember 
that right now to already further harm 
hard-hit farmers suffering from cash 
grain prices essentially below the cost 
of production would be especially ruin
ous. There could have been no other re
sult of the last Bush-Yeutter-Hills 
farm program that continues steadily 
declining support prices, firmed up and 
made further mandatory by the famed 
budget summit last fall at Andrews Air 
Force Base. 

All this is now beginning to come to 
a head as evidenced by the serious con
ditions in the dairy industry. We are 
continuing to produce our way into 
bankruptcy in agriculture and it will 
be even faster if we lost the China mar
ket, especially in the wheat sector. 

The National Wheat Growers Asso
ciation is now alarmed at the prospect 
of losing the China market because of 
their short-sighted policies in swallow
ing the Republican farm program. 

I hope that they can now awaken 
from their slumbers of producing for 
profit in the level playing field of free 
international trade. How many times 
are some farm organizations going to 
be taken in by this myth of Republican 
farm policies that are openly stated to 
bring about the elimination of all sub
sidies with the promise that the 
farmstead will be taken care of by 
GATT and free and open international 
trade? It is a worthy but unattainable 
goal as far as we can see in to the fu
ture. The Reagan-Bush farm policies 
are unrealistic at best and downright 
deceitful at worst. The perpetuators of 
this charade are as bad as those who 
blindly follow it and then complain 
when the bottom falls out of prices. 

Mr. President, I reference a story in 
the Washington Post of July 16, 1991, 
and ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, it has the 

headline "Bush Fails to Budge G-7 
Leaders On Farm Subsidy Issue." 

Here is clearly stated the problem at 
hand and the utter continued failure of 
the administration and its domestic 
policy for many years. 

I am going to quote briefly from the 
article just referenced. The headline, 
as I said, Mr. President, is "Bush Fails 

to Budge G-7 Leaders On Farm Subsidy 
Issue," and there is a picture of the 
President, the Secretary of State, the 
Secretary of Treasury, and others. The 
two or three lead paragraphs of the 
story are worthy of special emphasis. 

LONDON, July 15.-0n the first day of the 
economic summit, President Bush failed to 
persuade other leaders of major industri
alized nations to budge on agricultural is
sues that have stymied international trade 
talks for more than a year. 

Bush urged European nations in particular 
to reduce their farm subsidies and permit 
greater trade competition from countries 
outside the European community. But his 
counterparts made few concessions on what 
Bush had called the most important eco
nomic issue of the summit. 

The continuing impasse on trade under
scores the difficulty Bush has had converting 
his leadership of the military coalition 
against Iraq into leadership on other global 
matters. It also raises the prospect that the 
three-day meeting will prove ineffective on 
the economic issues it was designed to ad
dress. 

At the last economic summit, leaders of 
the seven major economic powers committed 
themselves to completing by the end of 1990 
the current round of talks on the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 
begun in 1986 in Uruguay. 

Before the summit's first official session, 
Bush met with German Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl, Italian Prime Minister Giulio 
Andreotti, and European Community leaders 
Jacques Delors and Ruud Lubbers, appealing 
to them to show greater flexibility in reduc
ing their farm subsidies and other trade bar
riers. 

But Kohl and Delors firmly rebuffed his 
plea, according to European officials. In sep
arate meetings, the Japanese representatives 
reiterated their reluctance to make any fur
ther concessions on lowering barriers to im
ported agricultural goods, especially rice. 

There is no success in London or else
where on domestic policy, only on 
international policy where this admin
istration seemingly excels. When are 
they going to return home and exhibit 
the same zeal in tackling the domestic 
problems and the recession? 

In essence, the Europeans told us to 
go fly a kite on the oft-stated goals of 
President Bush and his advisers to 
have the European Community elimi
nate their tremendously high subsidies 
to farmers. The Europeans say they 
cannot do it politically. I think that is 
the fact. How can our administration, 
then, get by with it politically here at 
home? Only because we have a dwin
dling number of farmers that in all too 
many cases have joined organizations 
that they have been fooled into believ
ing represent their best interests. Oh, 
yes, and birds al ways fly north in the 
winter. 

The loss of the Chinese export mar
ket would be another nail in the coffin 
of American agriculture. This debate 
comes on the heels of a failure of the 
Bush administration to secure move
ment on farm subsidies from our trad
ing partners at the G-7 London sum
mit. The problem, of course, is that the 
1990 farm bill, with its sharp unilateral 

reductions in American farm subsidies, 
was built on the premise that Europe 
would reduce its subsidies and Japan 
would further open its agriculture mar
ket. It is increasingly clear that those 
assumptions were ill founded. To sac
rifice the Chinese market in the wake 
of diminished hopes for fair agricul
tural competition from Europe and 
Japan would kick American agri
culture when it is down. 

The gloomy results of the G-7 meet
ing on agriculture subsidies have been 
one of the best kept secrets in rural 
America and ignored by too many who 
serve rural America. It also vindicates 
my opposition to the 1990 farm bill and 
the extension of the fast track. 

I am also concerned that American 
investment in China could be lost if 
MFN is suspended or heavily condi
tioned. The loss of that investment 
would not only hurt the American 
companies who took business risks in 
China, it would also hurt the very indi
viduals in China who have embraced 
American beliefs in free minds and free 
markets. American investment is cen
tered in the southern part of China. 
The loss of that investment would pull 
the rug out from under the very forces 
of reform within China. The economic 
disruption would also create a new op
portunity for a crackdown in the 
south, the freest region of China. 

I cannot defend the Chinese, but I 
can defend the American farmer from 
using trade as a unilateral foreign pol
icy tool. If the Senate were debating a 
broad, multilateral sanctions policy, 
my vote might be different. A go-it
alone policy which hurts American ag
riculture more than it hurts the Chi
nese is simply not a policy I can en
dorse. 

I am convinced that the President of 
the United States understands that the 
Congress is tired of a soft policy to
ward China. The President has con
vinced me that he will adopt a signifi
cantly more aggressive but carefully 
targeted policy toward China in the 
coming months. It is for that reason 
that I will support the President's re
quest to extend MFN trade status with
out condition. I only wish that the 
President was as concerned about agri
culture in the United States as he is 
with his foreign policies. It so happens, 
strangely enough, though for very dif
fering reasons, I support the Presi
dent's position on this issue. Thank 
you, Mr. President. I yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, July 16, 1991) 

BUSH FAILS TO BUDGE G-7 LEADERS ON FARM 
SUBSIDY ISSUE 

(By Steven Mufson and John E. Yang) 
LONDON, July 15.-0n the first day of the 

economic summit, President Bush failed to 
persuade other leaders of major industri
alized nations to budge on agricultural is
sues that have stymied international trade 
talks for more than a year. 

Bush urged European nations in particular 
to reduce their farm subsidies and permit 
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greater trade competition from countries 
outside the European community. But his 
counterparts made few concessions on what 
Bush had called the most important eco
nomic issue of the summit. 

The continuing impasse on trade under
scores the difficulty Bush has had converting 
his leadership of the military coalition 
against Iraq into leadership on other global 
matters. It also raises the prospect that the 
three-day meeting will prove ineffective on 
the economic issues it was designed to ad
dress. 

At the last economic summit, leaders of 
the seven major economic powers committed 
themselves to completing by the end of 1990 
the current round of talks on the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 
begun in 1986 in Uruguay. 

Before the summit's first official session, 
Bush met with German Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl, Italian Prime Minister Giulio 
Andreotti, and European Community leaders 
Jacques Delors and Ruud Lubbers, appealing 
to them to show greater flexibility in reduc
ing their farm subsidies and other trade bar
riers. 

But Kohl and Delors firmly rebuffed his 
plea, according to European officials. In sep
arate meetings, the Japanese representatives 
reiterated their reluctance to make any fur
ther concessions on lowering barriers to im
ported agricultural goods, especially rice. 

Finance ministers briefly discussed the 
stalled GA'IT talks during the afternoon, but 
also failed to make any progress. 

Generally, resistance to resolving inter
national trade issues is driven by domestic 
political concerns rather than disagreement 
in principle over the desirability of lowering 
barriers. 

In Germany, Kohl has been trying to cope 
with the political fallout from the high costs 
of German reunification and is reluctant to 
cut agricultural subsidies for fear of anger
ing farmers. 

In France, the ruling Socialists have tried 
to win support by appointing a prime min
ister sympathetic to some degree of protec
tionism. 

Japanese government spokesman Taizo 
Watanabe said that Japanese self-sufficiency 
already had fallen to the "dangerously low" 
level of 48 percent, posing a security issue. 
He also said that the production of certain 
foods, such as rice and soybeans, carry cul
tural value. 

"We always end up being the country that 
has to lead that fight with the EC," said 
Barry Bosworth, a former Carter administra
tion official now at the Brookings Institu
tion in Washington. "The EC continues to 
say [the farm subsidy issue is] a cultural 
issue and don't regard it as central to eco
nomic issues and do not want to compromise 
on it." 

For the Bush administration, however, the 
trade issue is an area where it feels it can 
take the high ground. Bush personally led a 
lobbying effort to win congressional ap
proval of legislation that makes it easier to 
negotiate trade agreements by barring con
gressional attempts to modify them. In addi
tion, last year's budget agreement trimmed 
agriculture subsidies. 

"The president expended an enormous 
amount of political capital on getting the 
fast track legislation through, [and that] in
dicates that the United States is here ready 
to go," said Treasury Secretary Nicholas F. 
Brady. 

Bush had greater success in rounding up 
support for possible military action against 
Iraq. British Foreign Minister Douglas Hurd 
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today became the latest allied official to 
give his endorsement. "We are ready to play 
our part in making sure . . . that Iraq does 
not become a nuclear power," he said. 

The president wants to continue consult
ing with allies about the nuclear issue and 
had not yet settled on a military option, ac
cording to senior administration officials. 
Whether U.S. or allied forces act, depends on 
how forthcoming Saddam is in meeting the 
cease-fire condition that calls for disclosing 
the extent of his nuclear operations, the offi
cials said. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, much 
of the public debate over renewing 
most-favored-nation trading status for 
the People's Republic of China has fo
cused on human rights. Some of the de
bate has focused on China's foreign pol
icy. China's human rights record is ap
palling and its foreign policy is irre
sponsible. These facts concern me 
greatly. However, MFN is a trade issue, 
and my decision on China's MFN status 
deals primarily on trade consider
ations. 

The Chinese Government is abusing 
the privilege of MFN status. China ex
ports products to us that have been 
manufactured by forced labor. China 
ignores United States laws protecting 
patent, copyright, and intellectual 
property rights, in effect, stealing from 
American producers. China has erected 
countless tariffs and other barriers to 
United States trade. The United States 
Trade Representative projects that this 
year's United States trade deficit with 
China will be $15 billion. Simply put, 
we are exporting United States jobs to 
China. 

China is making a mockery of its 
trade relationship with the United 
States. The Chinese Government is 
practicing a form of international eco
nomic extortion. It threatens us with 
retaliation if we withdraw MFN, while 
the Chinese Government thumbs its 
nose at us if we demand that it live up 
to its obligations in the relationship. 
The United States is strong enough to 
stand up for its interests and prin
ciples. We have allowed this situation 
to continue unabated for too long. It's 
time for us to get tough with China. 

Some people are concerned that any 
action the United States may take to 
counteract these unfair trade practices 
will result in a Chinese decision to cut 
off United States agricultural exports. 
I take these concerns very seriously. 
Nevertheless, the continued erosion of 
United States trade interests with re
spect to China cannot go unchecked. If 
we fail to take strong action now to ad
dress China's trade violations, we risk 
undermining our long-term economic 
interests, including agriculture. We 
must draw the line; we must now 
knuckle under to every threat. Unless 
we show our resolve, our economic in
terests are always subject to threat; 
the exports we enjoy now may be cut 
off at any time by the whim of the Chi-

nese Government. We must show the 
Chinese leaders that we will not bow to 
such pressure. 

It is not enough to hope that the Chi
nese will change on their own. We have 
tried that approach, and it simply is 
not working. In fact, conditions are 
getting wor;::;e. It's time for us to de
mand that China and other countries 
trade fairly. That approach will insure 
that our economic and national secu
rity interests are not held hostage to 
trade extortion. 

It is wrong to assume that indefinite, 
unconditional extension of China's 
MFN status in the only means of mak
ing United States agricultural sales to 
China. Both China and the United 
States have other options. MFN is not 
necessary to sell grain to China. There 
is no reason to link grain purchases to 
MFN. That the Chinese would do so is 
extortion. The United States should 
not bend to such coercion. 

The Chinese will buy grain from the 
nation offering the best price. We have· 
available various programs to make 
sales at competitive prices. The Soviet 
Union does not have MFN status, and 
we have found ways to sell record 
amounts of grain to the Soviets. The 
U.S.S.R. has ranked second behind 
Japan in the value of United States ag
ricultural commodity purchases, and 
has been the No. 1 and No. 2 purchaser 
of feed grains and wheat, respectively. 
Despite lacking MFN status, agricul
tural sales to the U.S.S.R. generally 
exceeded those to China. Only recently, 
as China emerged as a top buyer of 
United States wheat. Given its history 
of inconsistent purchases, sales to 
China could drop, regardless of its MFN 
status. 

[In millions of dollars] 

1987 1988 1989 1990 

U.S. agricultural exports 
by value: 

U.S.S.R. ..... 659.1 1,939.6 3,298.8 2,984 
China 

U.S. wheat e~p~rt·~· ·by 
234.8 612.6 1.496.l 907 

value: 
U.S.S.R ..................... 325.1 822.5 819.7 550 
China ....................... 64.7 524.1 1,225.4 544 

The United States can sell grain and 
other agricultural products to the Chi
nese, just as we have done to the So
viet Union, if the President uses his au
thority to promote such sales. Further
more, approving the Mitchell resolu
tion need not result in the termination 
of MFN. The President can see to it 
that MFN is continued by forcefully 
pursuing United States interests and 
pressuring the Chinese Government for 
progress on our concerns. 

Congress is considering several pro
posals relating to MFN for China. On 
one extreme are those who want to 
grant MFN without conditions; on the 
other extreme are those who want to 
revoke MFN immediately. 

I have discussed the issue of renewing 
China's MFN status with many South 
Dakotans over the past few months. By 
overwhelming margins, they want the 
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United States to take a middle ground 
approach-to renew MFN for China, 
but to make the Chinese G~)Vernment 
aware of our serious concerns over 
their unfair trade practices, human 
rights abuses, and foreign policy 
wrongdoings. The American people 
want the United States Government to 
insist on trading relationships that are 
fair, but overall the Chinese have not 
been fair with the United States. 

The Mitchell resolution is the middle 
ground. It calls for renewing China's 
MFN status for 1 full year. The condi
tions really are imposed on the Presi
dent. Next year, before MFN can be re
newed again, the President must show 
that his policy is working. The Presi
dent must certify that his policy has 
achieved the following results: 

First, Chinese exports to the United 
States of goods produced by forced 
labor have stopped; 

Second, Steps have been taken to 
. rectify China's unfair trade practices 

toward the United States; 
Third, Chinese exports of nuclear, 

chemical, and biological weapons have 
been terminated; 

Fourth, Chinese military assistance 
to the brutal Khmer Rouge in Cam
bodia has been curtailed; and 

Fifth, certain human rights abuses 
by the Chinese Government against its 
people have ceased. 

No one can argue that these are not 
desirable goals. If the President be
lieves that the renewal of MFN and his 
policy is the best means of achieving 
these goals, then the Mitchell resolu
tion gives him both the renewal of 
MFN and time to show progress toward 
these objectives. The President, in his 
response to Senator BAucus, acknowl
edged that additional action is nec
essary to deal with China's unfair trade 
practices. The President also 
reaffirmed his support for Taiwan's ac
cession to the GATT and declared that 
the United States will begin to work 
actively with other contracting parties 
to resolve in a favorable manner the is
sues relating to Taiwan's GATT acces
sion. I commend the President for this 
step, but overall we need a more ag
gressive policy toward China than that 
reflected in the President's response. 

The Mitchell resolution is the rea
sonable approach. It shows that we are 
not a toothless tiger. The bill will ex
tend MFN until July 1992. At the same 
time, the resolution sets reasonable 
goals for the President to achieve to 
show that the Chinese Government is 
being held to its obligations in trade 
and human rights. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
support the majority leader's proposal 
on most-favored-nation status for the 
People's Republic of China. I do so be
cause it is a reasonable, temperate ap
proach to a difficult problem. It sends 
a message not of anger but of resolve. 
It identifies clearly our disagreements 
with China, lays out a plan for address-

ing them, and provides time for the 
Chinese to do so. It also makes clear 
that many of our key disagreements 
with China are economic. It is there
fore appropriate to use economic lever
age to achieve our objectives. MFN is 
just such leverage. 

Mr. President, access to our market 
is not a right. It is a privilege. The fact 
that we accord it to most nations is a 
reflection of the progress we have made 
in building a market-based world trad
ing system. The fact that we may take 
it away from the Chinese shows how 
far they have strayed from acceptable 
standards of international behavior. 

To elaborate on that, I want to begin 
by discussing events that transcend ec
onomics. There is much at stake in our 
trade relations with China, but there is 
even more at stake, for the Chinese 
people and for the world, in their atti
tude toward basic human rights. In the 
Washington Post of June 30, Orville 
Schell described in considerable detail 
the difficulties he encountered as a 
Western journalist in Li Peng's China. 
Followed wherever he went and at one 
point taken to the state security bu
reau for questioning along with his 
wife, he ultimately was prevented from 
delivering a private speech to other 
Western journalists after the hotel, 
acting as host to the event, was intimi
dated into canceling it. This out
rageous action reveals how far the Chi
nese Government has regressed in its 
effort to maintain power. The tragedy, 
of course, is that the lot of the Chinese 
people is far worse than anything its 
Government did to this foreign re
porter. 

The Chinese Government has taken a 
hard turn to the right. Deng Xiaoping, 
not a subscriber to democracy under 
the best of conditions, has obviously 
acquiesced in a major repression cam
paign designed to scare the Chinese 
population, particularly students, into 
cooperating with the regime. A popular 
tactic, according to Schell, is that of 
killing the chicken to scare the mon
key; that is, attacking the relatively 
innocent in order to persuade the larg
er threats to keep silent. 

These tactics can work in the short 
term. That has been proved over and 
over again all over the world. But the 
long-term prognosis for Li Peng's re
gime is bleaker. We learned in Eastern 
Europe how tenuously repressive dicta
torships hold on to power and how 
quickly they collapse when the bank
ruptcy of the system becomes evident 

China, people will say, is different. 
No tradition of democracy. A more col
lective social fabric. A huge rural pop
ulation relatively uninfluenced by 
events in the cities. All true. But a 
look at Chinese history suggests 
similarities as well as differences. The 
civilization may be nearly 5,000 years 
old, but middle kingdom dynasties 
waxed and waned like governments ev
erywhere. When a regime became too 

weak, it disintegrated from within or 
was attacked from the outside. While 
mass revolts were unusual-and rarely 
successful-emperors periodically were 
deemed to have lost the mandate of 
heaven and were replaced by others, 
often after some years of bloody con
flict. The years between the abdication 
of the last emperor in 1911 and the 
Communist ascendancy in 1948 typified 
this cycle, although the Japanese inva
sion no doubt delayed its resolution. 

What does this mean for today? For 
one thing, it means democracy and 
freedom-or prosperity for that mat
ter-are not just around the corner. It 
appears they are, at best, a long-term 
goal to be reached after a long, com
plicated battle. Lenin referred to the 
march toward communism as one of 
two steps forward, one step backward. 
As we are learning in Eastern Europe 
and the Soviet Union, the march away 
from communism will be just as com
plicated with almost as many steps 
backward as forward. History does sug
gest, however, that as the Chinese re
gime continues to lose credibility be
cause of the economic and political 
mess it has created, its replacement is 
inevitable. 

What does that mean for American 
policy? Primarily that it is unwise to 
tie ourselves too closely to the stabil
ity of the status quo because the future 
of China is going to be anything but 
stable. Deng Xiaoping's days are num
bered physically and Li Peng's days are 
numbered politically. The worst thing 
we can do is help both of them hang on. 

During this debate ·some have sug
gested that using most-favored-nation 
status as leverage is inappropriate be
cause MFN is available so broadly in 
the world. But to award that status to 
one simply because we give it to others 
completely misses the point. China is 
not a member of GATT. Our trade law 
obligations toward China are limited. 
As I said earlier, Mr. President, access 
to our market is a privilege not an 
automatic right. We have extended it 
broadly for the same reason we have 
supported GATT for more than 40 
years-because we believe a free, mar
ket-oriented trading system is good for 
us as well as the rest of the world. We 
have been able to extend it broadly be
cause most of the world's nations have 
agreed with us. We should use the same 
standard for China: Will continuing 
their MFN status facilitate their inte
gration into the Western trading sys
tem? I believe there is a clear need to 
use the leverage of MFN to achieve this 
objective. 

Look at the United States-China bi
lateral trade balance-$10 billion last 
year and likely to rise to $15 billion 
this year, second only to Japan. I am 
not one of those who has ever believed 
that a simple look at aggregate trade 
figures is a sufficient basis for making 
policy. We have a deficit with prac
tically everyone and would like to have 
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one with practically no one. In that re
gard we are no different from any other 
nation. 

Instead we should look beyond the 
fact of the deficit and examine why it 
has grown so dramatically in such a 
short time. The answer to that is on 
two levels-imports and market access. 

Chinese imports into the United 
States have increased tremendously 
since 1988-from $8.5 billion in 1988 to 
$12 billion in 1989 to over $15 billion in 
1990. So far this year they are ahead of 
last year. The number of antidumping 
and customs fraud complaints has like
wise mushroomed. In the last 2 years 
there have been 12 dumping or subsidy 
complaints against the Chinese, more 
than in any 2-year period since they re
ceived MFN. Of those 12, only l112 have 
been resolved in favor of the Chinese, 
although fully half of them are still in 
progress. 

In addition, our Government has re
duced Chinese textile quotas by one 
million dozen apparel i terns and over 
one-half million kilograms of fabric-a 
total value of nearly $85 million-be
cause of fraud and circumvention of 
our labeling and quota rules. These are 
new problems. We have had MFN trade 
relations with China since 1980, but we 
have had serious problems only since 
1988. 

This is, I might add, an unusual de
velopment. Nonmarket economies can 
have difficulties figuring out how to 
price appropriately in Western market 
situations, but over the years they 
have proven themselves surprisingly 
adept at making those judgments in 
ways that will not draw American 
trade complaints. The Chinese were no 
exception to that statement-until 
1988. Under the circumstances, it is 
hard not to conclude that there has 
been a deliberate effort to export to the 
United States at any cost, regardless of 
the consequences. 

That conclusion is all the more con
vincing when one looks at our growing 
problems of market access in China. 
While our exports have been increasing 
all over the world, to the point where 
we currently have a surplus with the 
EC, for example, they have been stable 
or declining to China. 

This, too, appears to be the result of 
deliberate Chinese Government action. 
One telling example appeared in an ar
ticle by James McGregor in the Wall 
Street Journal of May 3, 1991, in which 
he referred to the PRC State Council's 
secret directive that effectively shuts 
United States telecommunications 
companies out of the Chinese market. 
It orders that future contracts for tele
phone switches be awarded to Siemans, 
Alcatel, or NEC, a decision that will 
cost our companies up to $4 billion in 
business. Leaving aside the Chinese 
motivation for this action, we can all 
agree that it is the very antithesis of 
market economics and the kind of be-

havior which is simply unacceptable in 
today's global economy. 

It is not difficult to find reasons for 
these mercantilist actions. In its de
centralization drive in the mid-1980's, 
the Chinese Government effectively 
lost control of many economic deci
sions. Foreign purchases zoomed as 
provincial and local authorities were 
given authority to make them. Hard 
currency reserves dropped to prac
tically nothing as the central govern
ment got stuck with the bill. The gov
ernment's response to these difficulties 
in its economic liberalization program 
was to overreact-just as it tragically 
over reacted to the students' efforts to 
obtain political liberalization in 1988. 

The difference, of course, is that it is 
the Chinese people who are paying the 
political price. And United States com
panies are paying the economic price , 
as the Chinese attempt to revitalize 
their economy and their hard currency 
reserves at our expense. 

Another example of behavior that 
calls for an American response is the 
Chinese Government's relentless deter
mination to sell weapons of mass de
struction to governments in unstable 
regions. This is neither the time nor 
the place for a debate on arms sales 
policy. But no one in the community of 
civilized nations can condone the sale 
of sophisticated missiles and launchers 
and missile technology to countries 
like Syria, Iran, and Pakistan. This is 
the crassest kind of search for the al
mighty dollar, which the Chinese have 
tried to cover up so many times they 
have no credibility left. 

This is classic mercantilist behavior. 
The same behavior we have opposed in 
Asia, Latin America, and Europe every 
time we have seen it. The President ap
parently chooses to ignore it in this 
case because China is large, important, 
and in some sense special. It may be all 
of those things, but it is still a nation 
that must fit into the community of 
nations rather than seek to take ad
vantage of the rest of us. 

In some circumstances, such as a re
gime genuinely trying to reform itself 
politically and implement market eco
nomics, a restrained and sympathetic 
reaction would be appropriate. But 
China is not a case where coddling will 
work. They are not reforming- if any
thing they are going backwards-and 
their behavior is not only hurting us, it 
is endangering thousands of innocent 
lives as well through its missile sales 
programs. 

In addition, this is not a culture that 
responds to reason. The Chinese Gov
ernment, regardless of its rhetoric , 
views its relationships hierarchically. 
It understands and respects strength, 
and it understands and has contempt 
for weakness. The President may think 
he is being reasonable . In fact , the mes
sage being received is one of weakness. 
The message says that they can con
tinue to poke us in the eye and get 

away with it. And I would submit that 
this is not a message it is in our inter
est to convey, either to the Chinese, 
who will only respond by continuing 
their present course, or to our other 
Asian trading partners, who cannot 
help to draw an important lesson from 
this episode. 

Look, for example, at the case of 
Korea. Here is a nation with a number 
of outstanding trade problems with the 
United States, some of which got 
sharply worse in 1990. It is also a na
tion with a government that has at
tempted to negotiate and settle those 
problems in good faith, despite consid
erable domestic political pressures to 
the contrary. As in all negotiations, 
they made concessions. So did we. 
They are now being confronted with 
the Chinese case, where, far from mak
ing any concessions, the Government is 
threatening to discriminate against 
United States products even more. And 
they're getting away with it. If you 
were the Korean trade minister, what 
conclusion would you draw about how 
to treat the United States? 

A more appropriate message in this 
case is one of firmness and strength. 
Not hysteria, but a clear position that 
Chinese behavior is unacceptable and 
will not be tolerated without con
sequences. The Mitchell bill is just 
such a message. It does not remove 
MFN arbitrarily or peremptorily. It ex
tends favorable treatment and states 
clearly what conditions must be met to 
continue such treatment beyond next 
year. Will there be short-term con
sequences for such a position? Of 
course there will. Will the Chinese im
mediately reform? Probably not. Will 
they reform if we do what the Presi
dent wants? Also, probably not. 

The short term is fairly clear regard
less of what action we take. The Chi
nese Government can be expected to re
duce its economic ties with American 
companies with or without MFN. They 
will do it for the same reason they 
have been doing it-to reduce imports 
and foreign dependence. They will say 
it is because of the MFN debate, and 
many of our companies will believe 
them. 

Rather than worring about the short 
term, we should be looking at the long 
term. What kind of message do we 
want to send to the Chinese Govern
ment-and the Chinese people-about 
the Government's behavior? The appro
priate one, in my judgment, is a clear 
statement of what is expected of mod
ern nations heading into the 21st cen
tury that want to h3.ve stable economic 
and political relations with others. And 
a clear statement of the consequences 
of not meeting those standards. 

Such a policy will give meaning to 
the concept of most-favored-nation. We 
should treat the Chinese like every
body else only if they behave like ev
erybody else. For the last 3 years they 
have failed that test. The President 
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would ignore the facts and give them a 
passing grade anyway. The Mitchell 
bill would essentially give them proba
tion for another year, a far more re
sponsible course, in my judgment. I 
hope all Senators will support this bill 
and by doing so send a message of firm
ness and resolve to China's leaders 
rather than one of weakness and confu
sion. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of Senator MITCHELL'S bill, S. 
1367, to condition the extension of 
most-favored-nation [MFNJ status to 
the People's Republic of China. 

Mr. President, China's leaders must 
realize that it will not be business as 
usual with the United States unless 
they undertake serious political and 
economic reforms. Last year, President 
Bush argued that extending MFN 
would give Chinese leaders the incen
tive to take into account United States 
interests concerning human rights. 
Yet, 1 year later, according to human 
rights reports, including the State De
partment's own account, the situation 
in China has not improved. Hundreds of 
prodemocracy demonstrators remain in 
jail; there have been summary execu
tions, arbitrary arrests, unfair trials, 
and torture. Moreover, the Government 
of China continues to violate the fun
damental rights of the Tibetan people 
and repress citizens who advocate 
change. 

The Chinese Government also vio
lates human rights by its trade prac
tices which include the use of forced 
labor to export cheap products. This is 
in direct violation of international 
labor treaties and U.S. law. Business 
Week, in an April 1991 report cites 
State Department documents evidenc
ing official Chinese statements that 
China exports $100 million in goods pro
duced by forced labor. 

On the international level, the Chi
nese Government's support for the gen
ocidal Khmer Rouge has become the 
main obstacle to peace in Cambodia 
and China's proposed sale of long-range 
ballistic missiles to Pakistan and 
Syria destablilize these volatile re
gions and harm United States inter
ests. 

Mr. President, most-favored-nation 
status is a reward not a right. To re
ceive MFN China should be willing to 
afford its citizens their basic human 
rights. I support the normalization of 
political and economic relations with 
China, but not at the expense of sac
rificing our concerns for human rights. 

Aside from China's violation of 
human rights through its use of forced 
labor to export cheap products, China 
also engages in unfair trade practices. 
These practices include restriction of 
foreign firms' access to its domestic 
markets, lack of adequate protection 
for patents, copyrights, and trade
marks, as well as severe restrictions on 
foreign investment in China. In its 1991 
National Trade Estimate Report on 

Foreign Trade Barriers, the United fashion and bring it to the floor of the 
States Trade Representative singled Senate and it is long overdue. 
out China as 1 of 3 countries whose While it is certainly true that the 
trade practices are "the most onerous Communists in control of the Chinese 
and egregious and who are not making Government have shown a blatant dis
good faith or making progress in nego- regard for their international respon
tiations." Today, as a result of the ad- sibilities, their true crimes are in the 
ministration's policy and China's dis- treatment of their own population. I 
criminatory trade practices, our bilat- need not repeat the horror stories we 
eral trade deficit with China is second have heard described on the floor 
only to Japan. China exported $15 bil- today, but I must note the thousands of 
lion to our country last year, a rise of people shot, jailed, and disappeared," 
30 percent over 1989. At the same time, without any semblance of due process. 
United States exports declined by 20 In addition, why any one would wish to 
percent from $5.8 billion to $4.8 billion. reward a regime that is capable of ex
Nearly 60 percent of this decline was terminating one-fifth of the population 
attributable to a fall in wheat ship- of Tibet, perhaps 1 million or more peo
ments. Shipments of fertilizers, our ple, I cannot understand. 
second largest export, did increase in But let me turn to the statutory 
1990 by 11.5 percent but would have in- standard for granting MFN to a 
creased even further if China had not Communit country. That standard is 
imposed quotas on fertilizer imports in that a country has granted freedom of 
August 1990. China is potentially a emigration to its citizens. This provi
large market. If strong action isn't sion may be waived if the President de
taken, China's market will never open termines that waiver will substantially 
up and United States agricultural ex- promote the objectives of freedom of 
ports as well as other United States ex- emigration. For the prodemocracy 
ports will lose in the long run. We sim- movement leaders, for China's political 
ply cannot afford to continue to be on prisoners, there is no question that 
the losing end of our trade relation- these standards have not been met. 
ships. Freedom of emigration for leaders of 

We need to change the terms of our the democracy movement is but the be
engagement with China so that the ginning of a litany of wrongs. I must 
United States does not fall short in its call to the Senate's attention the seri
trade relations. The Bush administra- ous charges that have been made re
tion's open door policy has been to garding China's use of slave labor. In 
leave our door wide open while the Chi- the April 29, 1991, edition of Business 
nese keep their door locked shut. Week a story entitled "China's Ugly 
That's not a policy that should be ac- Export Secret: Prison Labor" detailed 
ceptable to the American people. the results of a 6-month investigation 

Mr. President, S. 1367 would not nee- by the magazine. The investigation 
essarily deny China most-favored-na- "reveals just how committed the Chi
tion status. Under this bill it is up to nese are to gulag communism as part 
China to take the necessary steps to of their economic planning." Senator 
respond to our trade and human rights HELMS, joined by me and others, re
concerns. Furthermore, the President quested that the Customs Service in
would have a full year to employ other vestigate the prison labor allegations 
policy tools short of removing MFN to in June 1990. Under U.S. law, goods pro
encourage China to change its policies. duced by forced labor are not allowed 
The United States is China's second to be imported into this country. As 
largest trading partner and its largest far as I know, they are still studying it. 
export market. Mr. President, we This inaction, this indifference to the 
should be prepared to use that eco- exploitation of political prisoners to 
nomic leverage to encourage political fuel the Chinese export machine, is in
reform in China. excusable. That is why I have sup-

Mr. President, as events in Eastern ported Senator HELMS' efforts to put 
Europe have demonstrated, our Na- some teeth in section 307 of the Tariff 
tion's security rests in helping people Act of 1930. If the administration is not 
who promote democracy in Communist going to enforce this statute, why 
countries not with those who crush it. don't they request its repeal? 
The United States should no longer There are these who say that denying 
permit China's leaders to profit at the MFN punishes the people, not the Gov
expense of both the American and Chi- ernment. I would ask those critics 
nese people. The United States should what surgical methods do they rec
continue economic relations while ommend that will punish the Chinese 
safeguarding its principles and eco- leadership only and no one else? What 
nomic security by encouraging serious other method have they observed is 
political and economic reform in working in China? There are those who 
China. say that revocation of MFN will hurt 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise American companies and American ex
in strong support of S. 1367, and I want . porters. The Chinese Government is 
to commend the majority leader for his doing a pretty good job of that them
consistent attention to Chinese human selves. In the words of the United 
rights abuses. He has worked very hard States Trade Representative, "China 
to craft this legislation in a responsible employs a complex system of tariff and 
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nontariff administrative controls to re
strict foreign firms' access to its do
mestic market." We had a $10.4 billion 
deficit with China in 1990, and the defi
cit will be larger this year. As a matter 
of fact, after Tiananmen Square, Unit
ed States exports to China fell 17 per
cent, while imports from China in
creased 27 percent. The Chinese have 
been singled out for their failure to 
protect United States intellectual 
property. The United States Govern
ment has charged the Chinese with 
breaking their bilateral textile agree
ment with us by transshipping over 
$100 million of their textiles through 
other countries. 

Of course, there are far more deadly 
sins in China's repertoire-that is, 
their nuclear proliferation policy. I 
will leave those details to others-suf
fice it to say that there are serious al
legations that China has been a shop
ping center for India, Pakistan, Brazil, 
Argentina, Algeria, Iraq, Iran, and 
Syria. 

Our objectives as a country and as a 
member of the world community in 
freedom of emigration, in human 
rights, in trade and in nonproliferation 
are consistently repudiated by the Chi
nese Government. This, then, is a rela
tionship we wish to cultivate? It brings 
to mind a quote President Kennedy was 
fond of reciting: 

There are three things which are real: 
God, human folly and laughter 
The first two are beyond our comprehen

sion 
So we must do what we we can with the 

third. 
Truly, the Chinese Government's 

policies from June 3, 1989, to the 
present are "human folly beyond our 
comprehension." I urge my colleagues 
to support S. 1367. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
add my support to extending most-fa
vored-nation [MFNJ trading status to 
the People's Republic of China. I 
strongly support the people, not the 
Government, of China. MFN is a peo
ple-to-people benefit-not a govern
ment-to-government reward. 

This afternoon I had several Chinese 
students in my office to discuss extend
ing unconditional MFN to China. Their 
words impressed upon me that uncondi
tional MFN was the very best means to 
strengthen democracy in China. They 
came armed with petitions from stu
dents and scholars in Wisconsin sup
porting the extension of unconditional 
MFN to China. 

Mr. President, after my remarks I 
will ask to have them inserted into the 
RECORD, along with an op-ed article 
from the New York Times. 

Since long before June 4, 1989, I have 
been a strong supporter of the democ
racy movement in China. I have spoken 
out publicly against the brutal regime 
that forcibly suppressed the student 
movement for democracy. I'm still out
raged at the regime's violent actions, 

but I do not believe that adding condi
tions to the extension of MFN will 
serve the purpose of promoting change 
in China. 

The human rights situation in China 
is unacceptable. However, conditional 
extension of MFN is the least effective 
means of improving the human rights 
situation-simply put, it punishes the 
wrong people. 

I believe that a continuation of MFN 
for China is vital to advancing the 
cause of human rights and in support
ing those Chinese who seek a modern, 
progressive China. 

The advocates of political and eco
nomic reform and of greater human 
rights depend on outside contacts and 
support. Cutting them off will weaken 
them while g1vmg xenophobic 
hardliners a foreign scapegoat for their 
failing policies. 

History has shown that economic de
velopment provides the bedrock for po
litical and social progress. It is essen
tial that we maintain our trade and in
vestment relations if the United States 
is to remain a positive force for 
progress in China. 

Extending China's MFN status with
out conditions is crucial both to con
tinuing China's economic evolution 
and to our own national interest. 

Supporters of conditional MFN argue 
that the Chinese Government will be 
pressured to make human rights con
cessions for preferential trading with 
the United States. I disagree. 

The current repressive Chinese Gov
ernment, forced to make such a choice, 
would forgo the trade benefits. We here 
in the United States must dare to do 
what the Chinese Government will 
not--put the interests of the Chinese 
people first. And make no mistake: 

If trading between our two countries 
ended, the people of China would lose. 
Their one outlet to the West would be 
shutdown for good. 

Economic isolation can only hinder 
China's progress toward democracy. 
This isolation is not what the Chinese 
people hope for, and it is also not in 
the interest of Americans. Now more 
than ever, China needs increased con
tact with the outside world. 

With more commercial trade, tech
nical exchanges and cultural con tacts 
between China and the rest of the 
world, the chances are better that ideo
logical change and economic reform 
will occur, as more and more citizens 
become dependent on free market 
structures. 

An open economy is China's only 
hope for the future. It is a prerequisite 
for reform-an essential precondition 
for freedom. I will vote to keep this 
window open-so that the breeze of 
freedom can someday breathe new life 
into the world's oldest civilization. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
material to which I earlier referred be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JULY 19, 1991. 
To: The Honorable Senator Robert Kasten, 

110 Hart Office Building, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

From: All of us, whose names and addresses 
in Wisconsin appear in the following 
pages. 

We the voters in Wisconsin as petitioners 
hereby represent a very small percentage 
among the citizens who are not surveyed but 
may be also most seriously concerned about 
the negative consequences of the passage of 
HR 2212, and S. 1367 which is soon to come 
for floor vote in the Senate. Our position is 
to urge both of you not to vote for it. 

We as a nation have always sought for 
greater American influence in China's rapid 
transformation into a democratic/free coun
try to have undivided respect for human 
rights as enshrined in the U.N. Charter as 
was passed by the United Nations in 1948. 
The best way to achieve these goals is to use 
our economic, diplomatic and cultural influ
ences inside China through President Bush's 
resourceful leadership and diplomatic nego
tiations. We must not alienate China and its 
people at this critical juncture. Millions of 
the Chinese people must understand that we 
are on their side, and that we do have honest 
disagreements with their government oncer
tain specific issues. 

Therefore, to cut-off the Most-Favored Na
tions (MFN) policy practice will hurt many 
Chinese workers and freedom-loving intellec
tuals. They seem to seek earnestly the po
tent good-will of the American people and its 
government. In additions, we shall undoubt
edly lose influence with those inside the 
Beijing government who can be further 
alienated by our denial of MFN to China
made consumer goods in our domestic mar
ket. Furthermore, such " low-priced" Chinese 
goods are beneficial to most of American 
consumers. We seek your greater attention 
to underline and to analyze other most dam
aging consequences if this S. 1367 bill is 
passed against the Chinese government 
which may further misinterpret our goodwill 
and policy gains. And thus, Chinese media 
and the freedom-loving Chinese citizens and 
those average workers may be negatively af
fected against the American government and 
be gravely alienated from a feeling of aban
donment and unexpected disappointment. 

There are many other concrete factors and 
effective arguments against the passage of 
the bill. These may, at least, include the fol
lowing: 

1. Our President knows the conditions and 
politics in China much better than most of 
us citizens. We do not have the day to day in
formation. He does. 

2. Our diplomacy with China needs flexibil
ity and strong Congressional support for 
more successful negotiations, especially on 
the practice of human rights. 

3. Our long-term policy goal toward China 
must not be adversely affected by this bill, 
which may not at all help to achieve what 
Congress and the President want for the Chi
nese people or to influence Beijing the way 
we want to. 

4. Over the past decades we have slowly 
built up our friendly influence in China. 
More positive economic, commercial and 
trade measures will reinforce this rising in
fluence and friendship between the two na
tions. 

5. The Chinese working class and those 
businessmen in foreign trade along the East 
seacoast from Canton to Manchuria will be 
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seriously damaged if we cut-off the MFN 
treaty to the goods they produce. These peo
ple, who benefit from reform and trade, rep
resent the growing influence and leadership 
in China's democratization and respect for 
human rights. 

6. Finally, the prosperity of Hong Kong as 
a trading center will also be negatively af
fected. Hong Kong is our showcase of free en
terprise that influences China and other 
parts of Asia. As a transport harbor for Chi
nese consumer goods, it will suffer a serious 
blow if MFN is used against China. 

This petition may come to you by faxing 
or personal direct presentation in Washing
ton. 

In conclusion, we remain eagerly to hear 
good news from the Senate floor against this 
bill. Thank you for your time and effort to 
consider our views in your voting. We are 
largely from the Madison-Oshkosh areas. 
The rest of the voters in Wisconsin may 
think the same way we do. It is for you both 
to freely survey them. 

Thank you again. 
The list of voters supporting the Presi

dents position against the passage of the bill: 
Dr./Prof. John J. Liu, University of Wis

consin-Milwaukee, College of Business, 414-
229-3833. \ 

Dr./Prof. David W. Chang, UW-Oshkosh, 
Political Science, 414-231--0160. 

Dr./Prof. Shi-jiang Li, Medical College of 
Wisconsin, Milwaukee 414-257-4029. 

Mr. Wen Youzian, UW-Madison, 608-257-
7135. 

Mr. Du Can-ping, UW-Madison, 116 N. Or
chard St., Madison, 53715. 

Mr. Wang Chen, UW-Madison, 116 N. Or
chard St., Madison, 53715. 

Mr. Wang Jin-fung, UW-Madison, 116 N. Or
chard St., Madison, WI 53715. 

Ms. Tu Xin, UW-Madison, 608-238-7824, 201A 
Eagle Heights, Madison, WI 53705. 

Mr. Huang Zhengyu, UW-Madison, 116 N. 
Orchard St., Madison, 53715. 

Mr. Wang Bei-Liang, UW-Madison, 116 N. 
Orchard St., Madison, 53715. 

Dr. & Mrs. Leslie H. Stone, 1835 Lake 
Breeze, Oshkosh, WI 54904. 414-235--6360. 

Mr. & Mrs. Carl/Leona Stapel, 427 N. Main, 
Oshkosh, WI 54901 , 414-236-3340. 

Mr. James Staple, Kitz and Pfeil Hdwr., 427 
No. Main, Oshkosh, WI 54901. 

Dr. & Mrs. Eugene/Patricia Sonnleitner, 
1218 Jackson, Oshkosh, WI 54901, 414-235-1866. 

Dr. & Mrs. E.C./Nancy Ping, 600 S. Main, 
Oshkosh, WI 54901, 414-233--0141. 

Mr. & Mrs. Don/Yoshi Specht, 125 Broad, 
Oshkosh, WI 54901 , 414-233--0422. 

Dr. & Mrs. H. Sang Lee, 1529 Bismark, Osh
kosh, WI 54901, 414-233--0049. 

Dr. Zillur Khan, UW-Oshkosh, Dept. of Po
litical Science, Oshkosh, WI 54901. 

Mrs. Alice G. Chang, 1781 Lake Breeze Rd., 
Oshkosh, WI 414-231--0160. 

Dr. Tina Fu, 902 Viola, Oshkosh, WI 54901, 
414-233-5779. 

Mr. & Mrs. K.T. Hsu, 1732 Maricopa Dr., 
Oshkosh, WI 54901, 414-231- 7739. 

Victor Chang, 815 Frederick, Oshkosh, WI 
54901. 

Christopher H.S. Chang, 1781 Lake Breeze, 
Oshkosh, WI 54901. 

Andy Hsu, 1732 Maricopa Dr. , Oshkosh, WI 
54901. 

Kenneth Y.K. Hsu, 1732 Maricopa Dr. , Osh
kosh, WI 54901. 

Ms. Shirley Chang, 817 Scott, Oshkosh, WI 
54901. 

Ms. Li Shu, 1651 Jackson Dr., Oshkosh, WI 
54901. 

Dr ./Prof. and Mrs. Bertrand Chlang, UW
Oshkosh, College of Education, Oshkosh, WI 
54901, 414-233-5930. 

[From the New York Times, July 23, 1991] 
RENEW CHINA'S TRADE STATUS 

(By Li Xianglu and Lu Mai) 
Since the violent suppression of the stu

dent movement in Tiananmen Square in 
June 1989, condemnation of the Government 
has been near universal. But revoking its 
most-favored-nation status with the U.S., or 
attaching conditions, is the least effective 
means of improving China's human rights 
picture. This move, which Congress may vote 
on today, would punish the wrong people by 
damaging economic reform that is helping 
bring about a free market. 

Chen Ziming, a prominent dissident, 
agrees. Though sentenced to 13 years for his 
role in the 1989 demonstrations, he suspended 
a hunger strike lest U.S. critics of China use 
his protest as a reason to revoke most-fa
vored-nation status. Such revocation is the 
last thing reformers in Beijing want. 

The economic innovations of the late 70's 
have produced a private sector and market
oriented collectives, which have liberated 
hundreds of millions of peasants from deep 
poverty and state control. The introduction 
of new ideas from the outside world and 
growing freedom in the newly pluralistic 
economy have generated pressures for social 
and political change. 

Foreign trade and investment are the driv
ing forces behind the growth of the private 
sector. The State Statistical Bureau says 
that in 1990, while the output of state enter
prises grew at an annual rate of about 4 per
cent, the private sector's output grew at a 
rate of more than 20 percent and that of en
terprises . involving foreign investment 
leaped more than 30 percent. 

Some point to the release of the dissident 
Fang Lizhi and a select few prisoners as evi
dence that the Chinese Government can be 
bullied by the threat of losing its trade bene
fits. But these meager results are mostly the 
outcome of quiet American-Chinese negotia
tions. There is ample evidence that Beijing is 
prepared to endure substantial costs rather 
than succumb to international pressure. 

Public posturing over China's most-fa
vored-nation status and proposed conditions 
to renewing it challenge the leadership's le
gitimacy. Such demands hand conservatives 
an excuse to play on xenophobia, which is 
never far from the surface; the destructive
ness of xenophobia in modern China is still a 
vivid memory. 

Real human rights improvements will 
come only from systemic change. Foreign 
trade and investment and the demands they 
put on the centralized command economy 
promote such change and support those peo
ple who are pressing for structural reform. 

Critics of the Chinese leadership erro
neously suppose that canceling most-fa
vored-nation status would create economic 
difficulties that would eventually lead to a 
popular uprising and the fall of the Govern
ment. Since 1949, however, the Government 
has weathered repeated economic crises by 
appealing to nationalism and renewing 
central planning. Those harmed by the rev
ocation of its special trade status will not 
turn their frustration and anger against the 
Government; instead, reduced economic op
portunities outside the state system will 
force them to return to dependency on the 
Government. 

Withdrawing that status would provide the 
hard-liners with an excuse to recentralize 
control and curtail the influence of foreign 
economies. The hard-liners surely prefer 
things that way, for economi prosperity, 
rapid growth of the private sector and inte
gration into the world economy are beyond 
the old system's control. 

A gradual and peaceful transition to de
mocracy is in the interests of the 1.2 billion 
Chinese, the U.S. and the rest of the world. 
Only economic prosperity and political open
ness can make democracy achievable. The 
extension of most-favored-nation status 
without conditions will help promote these 
fundamental changes. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I'm 
going to vote for this bill later today. 
But as I've made clear from my very 
first days as Senator only a few short 
months ago, I oppose granting most-fa
vored-nation status to China before 
that nation makes significant changes 
in its unfair trade policies and its inex
cusable human rights policies. 

I would have liked to support a reso
lution of disapproval, but that option 
isn' t presented to us today. So I will 
vote for the toughest possible condi
tions on continued most-favored-nation 
status for a Chinese Government whose 
policies have been taking the jobs of 
working Americans and the rights of 
freedom-loving Chinese. I do so in op
position to this administration's effort 
to extend unconditional most-favored
nation status to China. 

This administration has put Amer
ican jobs and American principles at 
risk by seeking renewal of uncondi
tional most-favored-nation status for 
China. But if we are to grant that sta
tus to China again this year, we must 
condition that extension on major, sub
stantive action by the Chinese Govern
ment toward fair trade and basic 
human rights. 

Certainly, we can do better, not only 
for our own working families, but also 
for the people of China who want to 
live in peace and freedom, and to have 
the chance to get paid fairly for an 
honest day's work. I have served as 
president of the International League 
for Human Rights which has monitored 
China's violations of the fundamental 
human rights of its people. 

And I have talked with garment 
workers and manufacturers across 
Pennsylvania about this issue, as well 
as Chinese students studying here. And 
what I have seen and heard in my home 
State has convinced me that American 
workers are paying a steep price for 
our continued willingness to look the 
other way as China floods the United 
States market with cheap products 
made in sweatshops filled with no-wage 
political prisoners. 

The administration is not telling us 
the truth. Last year President Bush ar
gued that discontinuing most-favored
nation status would hurt the United 
States and cause a drop in trade. But 
that is not what happened. In 1990, our 
Nation 's trade deficit with China in
creased 67 percent to $10.4 billion. Chi
na's exports to the United States in
creased 27 percent during this period 
while our exports to China decreased 17 
percent. By the end of this year, our 
trade deficit is projected to reach $15 
billion. 
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In addition, China has violated exist

ing trade laws. This morning's Wash
ington Post details how the Chinese 
Government has systematically evaded 
textile quotas in order to take advan
tage of the United States market; I ask 
that this article be printed in the 
RECORD immediately following my 
statement. 

I have witnessed firsthand the result 
of our country's misguided trade poli
cies and its impact on hardworking 
Pennsylvanians. I have seen the empty 
sewing machines at Maline Sewing Co. 
in Philadelphia and listened to the 
fears of workers at the Donora Sports
wear Co. in the Mon Valley. 

This administration has allowed Chi
na's unbalanced trade policies to steal 
thousands of garment and textile jobs 
from Pennsylvania and from the rest of 
our Nation. 

President Bush has stated that most
favored-nation status gives the Chinese 
Government the incentive to take into 
account United States interests. I have 
seen no evidence of that kind of open
ness and accommodation by the Chi
nese in either trade or human rights 
policy. We have seen our trade deficit 
with China's well-documented human 
rights abuses. And we have seen little 
evidence that China has kept its prom
ises to review its policies regarding 
nonproliferation in nuclear and missile 
technologies. 

The legislation we are debating today 
is not as strong as I would have liked. 
I believe that China does not deserve 
favorable trade treatment at this time. 
But we are faced with a choice between 
attaching these strong conditions to 
most-favored-nation status or extend
ing this status to China uncondition
ally. I certainly will not support the 
extension of unconditional most-fa
vored-nation status to China in light of 
that nation's persistent refusal to ad
dress the crucial issues of unfair trade, 
human rights, and nuclear non
prolif era ti on. 

We have learned from experience 
that unconditional most-favored-na
tion status has not, and will not, com
pel China's leaders to change their 
ways. I hope that these conditions will 
show the Chinese Government that we 
are serious in seeking reforms. We are 
serious about defending American com
petitiveness and American jobs. We are 
serious about expanding human rights. 
We are serious in our commitment to 
trade policies which are both free and 
fair to the workers and families of my 
Commonwealth and our country. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHINESE ARE EVADING QUOTAS ON TEXTILES, 
U.S. OFFICIALS SAY 

(By Stuart Auerbach) 
U.S. Customs Service agents pounced one 

morning last fall as soon as the heavy trucks 
crossed the border from China into the tiny 
Portuguese enclave of Macao. 

With the permission of the Macao govern
ment, they tore open the huge shipping con
tainers and found hundreds of thousands of 
sweaters, all destined for American stores, 
all bearing phony labels saying they were 
made in Macao. 

The deception was part of a concerted cam
paign by China to ship an estimated $2 bil
lion in low-cost garments into the United 
States last year in violation of long-standing 
international quotas limiting textile imports 
into industrialized countries from the Third 
World, administration officials said. 

China's rapidly growing trade surplus with 
the United States in textiles and other prod
ucts formed part of the backdrop as the Sen
ate began debate yesterday on maintaining 
China's status as a favored trading partner. 

According to U.S. Customs Service and 
Commerce Department officials, China has 
gone to great lengths to evade textile quotas 
and get more of its clothing into the rich 
U.S. market. 

In some cases it has slipped garments 
across its border to Macao or Hong Kong. 
U.S. officials have also reported intercepting 
falsely labeled shipments from countries 
that haven't used up their U.S. quota or 
aren't restricted, such as Lebanon, Honduras 
and Panama. 

The officials said they have investigated 
other diversions through Persian Gulf states, 
including Kuwait, and suspect that some 
Chinese garments entered the United States 
with labels indicating they were made in Af
rican nations. In some cases, the officials 
say, the false labels were sewn in China. In 
other instances, the only transformation in 
the garments was the switching of labels in 
a third country. 

A U.S. trade official said there always has 
been a limited amount of diversion by coun
tries trying to ship more clothing than their 
quotas allowed. But the official said what is 
new with China is "the sheer volume and 
magnitude" of the activities, which has 
forced the U.S. government to take action. 
"It used to be isolated instances * * * pretty 
small po ta toes," the official said. 

Stephen Devaughn, acting director of the 
Customs Service's Office of Investigative 
Programs, said the government is seeking 
criminal indictments against American im
porters in at least six instances for conspir
ing with Chinese manufacturers to ship 
falsely labeled clothing to the United States. 
"They were trying to beat the quotas," he 
said. 

The sweaters found in Macao late last year 
were worth $85 million to wholesalers in the 
United States, officials said. President Bush 
announced Friday that the government 
found another $14 million worth of falsely la
beled Chinese-made garments being shipped 
through other countries. 

U.S. trade officials told a hearing of the 
Congressional Joint Economic Committee 
last month that the quota-beating textile 
transshipments comprise just one element in 
Chinese efforts over the past three years to 
increase foreign exchange earnings by boost
ing overseas sales and decreasing the amount 
of foreign goods allowed in China. 

As a result, according to a Central Intel
ligence Agency report released at the hear
ing, "the United States * * * has emerged as 
China's foremost export market," account
ing last year for one-fourth of its foreign 
sales. 

Chinese sales to the U.S. market jumped 
an average of 30 percent a year through the 
1980s, the CIA reported, 10 times as fast as 
China's purchases of U.S. goods. That pat
tern continued last year, when China's ex-

ports increased 27 percent to $15.2 billion, 
while its imports of U.S. products dropped 17 
percent to $4.8 billion. The figures did not in
clude the illegal textile trade. 

The shifting trade patterns have figured 
only marginally in the sometimes heated de
bate in Congress over President Bush's re
quest to renew China's "most favored 
nation" (MFN) trade status, which grants all 
Chinese products-including textiles that are 
within the quotas-the lowest duties of any 
U.S. trading partner. 

In the congressional discussion on MFN 
status, Beijing's human rights record and its 
sales of missile and nuclear technology to 
Middle East hot spots generally have drawn 
more congressional opposition than China's 
trade activities. 

The Senate yesterday began floor debat.e 
on whether to extend China's MFN status. A 
vote is expected today. Opponents of the ex
tension are likely to win a narrow victory, 
but the margin is expected to be too small to 
override a promised presidential veto, which 
would have the effect of continuing China's 
MFN status. 

While the MFN designation does not affect 
textile quotas, without it, tariffs on Chinese 
products would increase as much as tenfold, 
making them more expensive on U.S. store 
shelves. 

In a letter aimed at easing congressional 
concerns, President Bush Friday promised to 
initiate unfair trade cases if Beijing contin
ues to restrict American imports and said he 
would take additional action if China per
sists in trying to evade textile quotas. 

U.S. officials said the giant American 
clothing market is such a tempting target 
and China's capacity to produce low-cost 
garments is so great that quota evasion is 
inevitable. "There is an enormous incentive 
for transshipments to occur," said Deputy 
Assistant Treasury Secretary John P. Simp
son. 

As an example of the difficulties that Cus
toms Service and Commerce Department of
ficials face in trying to enforce the quotas, 
Seth Bodner, executive director of the Na
tional Knitwear and Sportswear Association, 
described a tour last month of Macao fac
tories to see if they are capable of producing 
the garments they say they are shipping into 
the United States. 

"The whole thing was ludicrous," he said. 
"A few [workers] were pros and the rest 
looked as if they had never seen a knitting 
maching before." He quoted customs agents 
as saying they had visited the factories 
weeks earlier and they contained no knitting 
machines. "They move the machines back 
and forth across the border. It's a game they 
play," Bodner said. 

Much of the government's initial intel
ligence on false labeling comes from the do
mestic industry, which closely monitors im
ports and has fought major political battles 
to limit foreign textile and clothing ship
ments to the United States. 

For instance, Charles V. Bremer of the 
American Textile Manufacturing Institute 
informed customs officials when he noted 
that 156,000 T-shirts, sold wholesale at Sl 
each, and 136,000 square meters of rayon fab
ric were coming into the United States from 
Lebanon, which was in the midst of a civil 
war. 

"Imports of spent shell casings or shrapnel 
from Lebanon I can see, but textiles and ap
parel? I doubt it," he wrote the Customs 
Service. 

As a result, customs agents were at the 
docks when a ship from China a.rrived bear
ing a dozen 20-foot-long containers filled 
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with clothing marked "Made in Lebanon." 
Devaughn said the ship's manifest clearly 
showed the shipment originated in China. 

CHINESE TEXTILE SHIPMENTS 
[In millions of units] 

Item 1991 Diverted 
quota shipments 

Cotton pants and shorts ............................ . 26.3 2.4 
Synthetic fiber sweaters ..... ......... .......... ... . 9.3 1.5 
Wool sweaters .. ... ........ .......... ........ .. ........... ......... . 3.3 1.4 
Cotton sweaters .......... ................. ........................ .... . . 1.4 0.9 
Cotton industrial towels 1 ........••••••••.•••. .•. ••• .••• •. •.. ••..•• 1.2 1.3 

11n millions of pounds. 
Source: American Fiber Manufacturers Association. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, in the de
bate thus far over whether to extend 
most-favored-nation status to China, 
those who oppose unconditional ap
proval have not been lacking for exam
ples of unacceptable behavior on the 
part of the Chinese government. 

My previous comments have focused 
on China's reckless proliferation of 
missile and nuclear technology. Other 
Senators have stressed China's ongoing 
detention of political prisoners; still 
others its violation of worker rights 
through the use of forced labor. Mr. 
President, I submit that these are all 
appropriate concerns for Members to 
consider in judging MFN renewal for 
China. 

An additional concern I have relates 
to the unacceptable behavior of the 
Chinese Government in a matter in my 
home State of Delaware. 

In 1987, the Phoenix Steel plant in 
Delaware shut down, leaving 600 work
ers in limbo. In June 1988, the plant 
was purchased by Citisteel, a company 
owned by an arm of the Chinese Gov
ernment. Citisteel promised to raise 
Phoenix from the ashes on the shoul
ders of its former workers. In exchange 
for the help of their union in winning 
special environmental clearances from 
the Delaware Legislature, Citisteel 
promised that the former Phoenix 
steelworkers would have the first op
portunity of filling the new jobs at 
Citisteel. But once the waiver was 
granted, Citisteel turned its back on 
the workers. 

Four years after Phoenix Steel 
closed, Citisteel is in operation with 
300 employees. Only 35 of these are 
former Phoenix Steel workers, despite 
over 200 of those workers having ap
plied for work at the plant. 

Citisteel's intentions are clear. The 
former Phoenix Steel's workers are 
members of the United Steelworkers of 
America, the union that has rep
resented the workers at that plant 
since 1943. The Chinese-owned company 
does not want to recognize the union, 
nor allow it to represent the work force 
at the plant. 

The problem Citisteel has, Mr. Presi
dent, is that in this country, unlike in 
China, the Government upholds the 
laws that protect the rights of workers. 
In May, the National Labor Relations 
Board culminating a 2-year investiga
tion, charged Citisteel with violations 

of the National Labor Relations Act in 
discriminating against the former em
ployees of Phoenix Steel. The Board's 
complaint holds that Citisteel interro
gated former Phoenix workers about 
their union sympathies in order to 
screen out prounion workers in rehir
ing so as to avoid having to recognize 
the union. 

Mr. President, there is no shortage of 
reasons to be concerned about the way 
the Chinese Government treats its own 
citizens. I think we should also take 
into account how they treat our own 
citizenry. 

Mr. KOHI.J. Mr. President, the issue 
presented to us today is both incred
ibly simple and tremendously complex. 
The simple part is our desire to re
spond to the totally unacceptable be
havior of the Chinese Government. 

Even before the dramatic confronta
tion in Tiananmen Square, that Gov
ernment had demonstrated a cynical 
disrespect for human life and human 
rights. Their record in Tibet, their sup
port for dictatorial forces in Cambodia, 
their blatant violation of international 
efforts to reduce the flow of arms to 
terrorist states and organizations, 
their persistent and consistent flouting 
of trade agreements-all this and more 
made it very clear that China has a 
long way to go before it merits special 
consideration from the United States. 

But concern about China's behavior 
was, to a large extent, restricted to a 
small circle of foreign poHcy experts
until Tiananmen. After the tanks 
rolled through the square and over the 
protesting students, concern about 
China spread throughout the world. 
And now, some 2 years after Tianamen, 
that concern is finally translated into 
action, into an attempt to decide how 
the United States of America ought to 
respond to the leadership in Beijing. 

Now as I look at the alternative re
sponses we are being asked to consider 
I start with the assumption that both 
sides share a common goal: We do want 
to see changes in China; we do want to 
express American revulsion at China's 
behavior; we do want to protect human 
rights. But there are radically different 
visions of how we can accomplish those 
goals. And that is where the complex
ity comes in. 

President Bush has made it clear 
that he believes that quiet diplomacy 
is the best way to promote change in 
China. In that context, he argues that 
economic growth and private enter
prise are effective ways to liberalize 
and liberate the mass of people in that 
nation. I agree with that argument. 

He also argues that attaching any ex
plicit conditions on our economic rela
tionship with China will be counter
productive: China will reject the con
cept of conditionality no matter what 
the specific criteria are. I'm afraid he 
may be right on that score as well. 

Given those considerations, the 
President rejects conditionality be-

cause it will, at best, accomplish noth
ing in terms of promoting liberaliza
tion and, at worst, may actually set 
back the cause of reform. Condition
ali ty, he claims, will accomplish noth
ing-but it will cost American workers 
and American business the jobs and 
benefits created by continued trade be
tween China and the United States. 

Senator MITCHELL and other advo
cates of conditionality do not repudi
ate the President's reasoning as much 
as they reject the results which he has 
been able to produce. After 2 years, in 
which the administration has been free 
to practice unfettered quiet diplomacy, 
it is impossible to claim that their 
strategy has produced any results. 
That is not a political conclusion-it is 
the only conclusion that the facts sup
port. Indeed, as the Republican Senator 
from Washington State has said: 

In the 2 years since the massacre in and 
around Tiananmen Square, China has taken 
few positive steps. * * * [And] many of those 
outwardly positive steps taken by China 
were followed by the imposition of addi
tional restrictive actions. 

I'm not sure that quiet diplomacy is 
doomed to fail but I am concerned that 
this administration is not committed 
to making it work. In my judgment, 
the administration has demonstrated 
all too clearly that it is simply not 
willing to push the Chinese 
government. The President vetoed leg
islation to protect Chinese students 
who were in America when their gov
ernment killed their colleagues in 
Tiananmen Square; he sent high level 
emissaries on secret missions to 
Beijing while saying he was cutting off 
such exchanges; he has praised China's 
willingness to talk about nonprolifera
tion while failing to recognize that 
they are continuing to sell weapons to 
hostile states. 

As the frustration with the adminis
tration's unwillingness to make quiet 
diplomacy work increased, we began 
casting about for an alternative course 
of action. We considered an immediate 
cut off of MFN-and then rejected that 
option as being too precipitous. We 
considered a 6-month conditional re
newal-and then rejected that option 
as being too unrealistic. Finally, we 
considered a 1-year conditional exten
sion of MFN and urged the 
administration to join us in developing 
a realistic set of conditions-and the 
administration rejected our offer to 
discuss that option. 

So we find ourselves deadlocked. In 
an ideal world, I would support 
nonconditional extension of MFN com
bined with a realistic and tough diplo
matic effort to promote reform. That, 
in my judgment, is the best way to 
produce results. But as I have learned 
all too often in the last 3 years, this is 
not an ideal world. I can't compel the 
administration to pressure China. I 
can't legislate common sense. The only 
legislative choice is some form of con-
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ditionality or a continuation of the 
bland and ineffective policies we have 
pursued over the past 2 years. 

That is a Robson's choice. And it ap
pears that we will not fully resolve it 
today. A majority of my colleagues 
favor action now-but the President 
and a one-third minority of the Mem
bers of this body can prevent that from 
happening. As other Members of the 
Senate have pointed out, the vote 
today will not be definitive. We will 
pass this bill, the President will veto 
it, and his veto will, I fear, be sus
tained. 

Given that reality, given the fact 
that we will end up with an uncondi
tional extension of MFN, I believe it is 
critically important that both the 
President and China understand the 
meaning of this vote. No one should be
lieve that unconditional means uncriti
cal. We are very critical of what our 
Government and the Chinese govern
ment have done and failed to do. 

My vote, and the votes of a majority 
of my colleagues should send a clear 
message to the President and to China: 
There had better be some real changes 
in the next year. If we face the same 
level of repression, the same sorts of 
violation of trade laws, the same poli
cies toward proliferation, and the same 
nonresponse by the American govern
ment, then even though denial of MFN 
may not be the best choice, it is a 
choice that I predict two-thirds of the 
Congress will be willing to make. 

The President has had 2 years to let 
his policies work. They haven't. The 
Chinese government has had 2 years to 
modify their behavior. They haven't. 
Now each will get another year to do 
what they have not yet done. And they 
had better do it. 

The dangerous implications that 
some see in conditionality this year 
will pale in comparison to the dan
gerous precedent that would be set if 
we allowed the current situation to 
continue without reacting. 

So today, Mr. President, I vote for 
conditionality knowing that it will 
fail. But if the President does not suc
ceed in the year he has bought, then I 
will vote for conditionality again next 
year-and it will prevail. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this 
debate has pointed up many areas of 
disagreement among Senators on our 
policy toward the People's Republic of 
China. Yet it is clear that there is 
broad agreement on the overall goal of 
United States policy: The promotion of 
economic reform, democratization and 
respect for human rights in the Peo
ple's Republic of China [PRC]. There is 
also general agreement that the admin
istration has not been sufficiently 
forceful in pressuring the Chinese for 
progress in these areas. Worry about 
Chinese disapproval of American criti
cism seems to have dissuaded the ad
ministration from pushing as hard as it 
might have. 
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The disagreement among Senators 
centers on how we can best achieve the 
goals of U.S. policy. There seems to be 
broad agreement that retention of 
most-favored-nation [MFNJ status for 
the coming year is critical to the sur
vival of the democracy movement. Sen
ator MITCHELL'S legislation does not 
contest the President's decision to con
tinue the trade preferences; pref
erences, I might add, that are granted 
to most all nations. The many Chinese 
students who have visited my office 
also agree that MFN should remain in 
effect for the coming year, and most 
indicated they did not want to see it 
revoked a year from now. 

Unlike the Soviet Union, China's 
economy is not collapsing under the 
weight of a central planning bureauc
racy. More than a decade ago, the Chi
nese leaders realized that they had to 
initiate reforms to head off economic 
decay of the kind that was plaguing its 
neighbor to the north. They believed 
opening their markets to Western in
vestment and allowing development of 
a strong private sector would revitalize 
their economy and improve China's 
standard of living. In the decade since 
granting of MFN status, this has 
proved to be the case. 

Sixty percent of the Chinese econ
omy is now associated with the private 
sector. This sector is essential to the 
provision of the most basic of human 
rights-the right to earn a living and 
provide for one's family. It also pro
vides an economic sanctuary for those 
individuals who feel compelled to criti
cize the government, to press for re
spect for human rights, and to prod the 
leadership toward democracy. In the 
absence of a viable private sector, the 
Government would have a stranglehold 
on every aspect of an individual's life, 
effectively preventing anyone from 
speaking out. One life-long activist in
dicated that the hard-liners in the Gov
ernment would love nothing more than 
an excuse to exert their control over 
the private sector, but the necessity of 
maintaining MFN prevents them from 
doing so. 

The interaction that comes with 
trade is also cited by many Chinese as 
critical to the development of diversity 
in China. The exposure to different 
world views, the exchange of ideas and 
the opportunities to meet Americans 
or perhaps even travel to the west
these are the keys to steady, gradual 
reform in China. No one thinks that 
big changes will happen immediately, 
and most experts with whom I con
sulted indicated that far-reaching 
changes are unlikely until the aging, 
hard-line leadership passes from the 
scene. Yet, while waiting for this to 
happen, Chinese reformers are mulling 
over options for the post-Deng 
Xiaoping era and formulating ideas on 
how best to proceed. They are hungry 
for Western thought and input. Can-

cellation of MFN would end most such 
contacts with Americans. 

Greater Chinese involvement in the 
United Nations and increased inter
national interaction has also been a 
goal of United States policy for some 
time. Recent events in the gulf pro
vided an example of the pivotal posi
tion of the PRC, due to its veto power 
in the U.N. Security Council. Without 
China's acquiesence, the United Na
tions could not have organized an oppo
sition to Saddam Hussein and could 
have been prevented from playing any 
role during the crisis or in the settle
ment. 

Two years ago, in the wake of the 
tragic massacre in Tiananmen Square, 
the President announced a series of 
economic sanctions on Beijing and 
pledged to keep unrelenting political 
pressure on the government. While con
tinuing MFN preferences, the President 
promised to use the channels of quiet 
diplomacy to express America's out
rage. Unfortunately, I do not see much 
evidence that the administration has 
used these channels to their fullest ad
vantage. 

Human rights abuses continue 
unabated in China. Human rights orga
nizations have listed more than 300 ac
tivists who have been sentenced since 
June 4, 1989, to harsh jail sentences for 
participating in the prodemocracy 
movement. Many of these trials were 
conducted more like show trials. Perse
cution of religious activists and Ti
betan nationalists has shown no signs 
of declining. Amnesty International be
lieves that perhaps as many as 200 Ti
betan nationalists are being detained, 
some of them since 1987. 

Trade is the one component of the 
China MFN deliberation that should be 
the easiest to get our arms around and 
to address. The administration has had 
the tools-tools in fact given it by the 
Congress-to directly target those 
trade issues for some time now. I am 
referring, of course, to the various sec
tion 301 procedures at the administra
tion's disposal. 

Yet what have we seen in the PRC 
trade area over the last several years? 
We have seen our trade deficit with 
that nation grow to $10.4 billion in 1990, 
the year after the Tiananmen Square 
crackdown, surpassed only by our trade 
deficit with Japan and Taiwan. 
Morever China's trade surplus is pro
jected to grow to $15 billion in 1991. 

It would be one thing if we could at
tribute this growing deficit to the nat
ural law of trade that is the inevitable 
result of certain inherent advantages 
China might have in a free and unfet
tered trade environment. But the fact 
is that the evidence increasingly indi
cates that the surplus must be attrib
uted to deliberately predatory trade 
practices of the PRC. We are faced with 
an arrogant China, cynical and ma
nipulative in the trade arena, which 
unfairly and unilaterally exploits its 
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basically open access to the United 
States market while restricting our ac
cess to its market. 

Many specific examples of this grow
ing arrogance can be recited. Today's 
Washington Post recounts a recognized 
deception by China in its shipment of 
an estimated $2 billion of low-cost gar
ments into the United States last year 
in violation of longstanding inter
national textile quotas. And this $2 bil
lion was not even counted in the offi
cial 1990 deficit figure of $10.4 billion. 

In another deception, the PRC se
cretly funnels exports through Hong 
Kong as a means of understating its 
own export statistics on trade with the 
United States and the rest of the 
world. Such deceptive trade accounting 
is so severe that China just this year, 
and with a straight face, claimed to 
have a $1.5 billion trade deficit with 
the United States. 

By the administration's own· admis
sion in its reply to Senator MAX BAU
cus outlining United States policy ob
jectives for the coming year, general 
access by United States merchants to 
China since 1988 has been severely im
peded by increasingly more protection
ist, non tariff barriers to imports. These 
measures have worked for China. There 
was a 17 percent decline in United 
States sales to China in 1990, the only 
major foreign market in which our ex
ports declined last year. 

There are also serious questions 
about China's willingness to improve 
its track record with regard to the en
forcement of international standards 
concerning copyrights and other intel
lectual property rights. Although Chi
na's first copyright finally went into 
effect on June 1, past experience indi
cates that this may well be a token 
measure only to appease or put off le
gitimate complaints by the United 
States. 

To be sure, the administration tells 
Senator BAucus that it will now use all 
its resources to address these devious 
trade maneuvers by China. Even if we 
give the administration the benefit of 
the doubt, the inescapable question re
mains: Why have they not taken these 
corrective steps over the last 2 or 3 
years? The situation has only deterio
rated in the face of administration pro
crastination and inaction. 

I am also deeply concerned about 
Chinese sales of missiles to Iran, Iraq, 
and Saudi Arabia. A few months ago, 
reports surfaced that China was selling 
M-11 ballistic missiles to Pakistan and 
considering the sale of M-9s to Syria. 
There are also indications of Chinese 
willingness to assist nonnuclear na
tions in the development of nuclear 
weapons production capabilities. The 
President recently announced that the 
United States will now deny any re
quests from U.S. companies for licenses 
to export technology relating to sat
ellite capabilities or high-speed com-

puters until its nuclear proliferation 
concerns are satisfied. 

After reviewing the unsatisfactory 
record of the past 2 years, my inclina
tion was to refuse the President's re
quest for yet another year of 
unconditioned MFN preferences. I felt 
the need to tell the President that the 
administration had not performed up 
to my expectations and that I was los
ing patience with his approach. I want
ed to see more progress on our central 
policy goals. 

So how do we get better results? 
Again and again I was reinforced in my 
judgment that revocation of MFN 
would not produce concessions from 
Beijing. Yet revocation would clearly 
hurt the Chinese people's standard of 
living and would greatly decrease the 
already limited breathing room of the 
prodemocracy activists, greatly setting 
back the pace of reform. It would also 
remove a point of leverage for reform
ers within the Chinese government who 
are in a tense struggle with the hard
liners. 

It is also clea.r to me that revocation 
of MFN would seriously hurt our own 
exporting sector disproportionate to 
any real benefits that could be ex
pected from such action. Revocation 
would clearly lead to retaliation by the 
PRC through the cessation or severe 
restriction of purchases of grain, air
craft, cotton yarn and other products 
we now sell to China. The very indus
tries we are counting on to reduce our 
unsustainable trade imbalances would 
be the ones most adversely affected. 

Although often overlooked, the situa
tion with the Vermont machine tool 
industry is illustrative of the serious 
consequences MFN revocation would 
have on our domestic exporters. As is 
true of the United States as a whole, 
Vermont used to have a vigorous ma
chine tool industry which has now been 
sadly reduced to two or three compa
nies fighting for their survival. I am 
told in no uncertain terms that the po
tential of the China market is critical 
to the survival of these remaining com
panies. 

One of these companies reports cur
rent business with the PRC of approxi
mately $3 to $5 million a year. The size 
of these numbers is deceptive. That 
business, in the form of grinding ma
chines for the refrigerator and auto
motive industries, already represents 
15 percent of the company's total busi
ness. More importantly, as the presi
dent of the company wrote me: 

We anticipate the Chinese market to grow 
over the next five years and to be a substan
tial source of business for the next decade, 
with a resultant increase over the present 
volume. 

He goes on to state that a discontinu
ation of MFN would mean a loss to 
their German, Japanese, and Italian 
competitors to this specialized market 
they have worked hard to establish. 
This in turn would mean a loss of ap-

proximately 20 percent of the compa
ny's work force, and throw future sur
vival into further doubt. 

The story of these small machine 
tool companies in Vermont argues 
strongly against the wisdom of denying 
MFN to the PRC. The goals of those 
who would have us do so are entirely 
admirable, and are shared by me. But 
the effects of such action would be so 
counterproductive that I do not believe 
it can be justified. 

If we are to continue MFN for the 
coming year, the question then be
comes, how can we force the Chinese 
leadership to make the maximum 
amount of progress and how can we 
best prevent further abuse? We have to 
be realistic about what we can accom
plish with our limited influence. Until 
the Chinese leadership believes that 
far-reaching reforms are in its best in
terest, there is little we can do to force 
its hand. However, we can, and must, 
keep the heat on. If we establish unrea
sonable conditions for MFN renewal a 
year from now, we lock ourselves into 
revocation of the status. Even reason
able demands may become unattain
able if elevated to a high-profile posi
tion and laced with undercurrents of a 
challenge to a Nation's sovereignty. In 
dealing with China, lower profile chan
nels often produce better results. Quiet 
diplomacy is frequently more likely to 
produce quiet results. And ongoing 
constructive influences eventually 
have a positive effect. 

But Congress cannot conduct quiet 
diplomacy. That is the domain of the 
executive branch. Congress can only di
rect that it be done. And in my esti
mation, it has not been done satisfac
torily to date. In his letter to Senator 
BAucus, President Bush outlined a long 
and thorough list of ways the adminis
tration will pressure the Chinese Gov
ernment to address United States con
cerns over the coming year. I plan to 
follow these efforts closely and will re
turn to this list when we come to re
view administration efforts this time 
next year. 

Mr. President, my vote today comes 
with two strong warnings; one to the 
Chinese leadership that America wants 
to see progress on human rights, free 
trade and nonproliferation; and the 
other to the Bush administration that 
if it wants my support for renewal of 
MFN, in another year, it is going to 
have to fulfill the pledges made to Con
gress in the course of this debate. 

If these things come to pass, and it is 
my great hope that they will, then I 
think we may at last be embarked on a 
strong, healthy, and morally respon
sible policy toward China. It's about 
time we had a China policy that the 
American people can be proud to sup
port. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise to speak in opposition to the leg
islation that would impose conditions 
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on extension of MFN for the People's 
Republic of China. 

In reaching this decision, I have con
cluded that it is in our Nation's best 
economic and geopolitical interests to 
maintain normal trading relations 
with the People's Republic of China. I 
further believe that continuation of 
MFN will improve economic and politi
cal conditions for the people in China. 

Mr. President, neither the President 
of the United States, nor this Senator 
believes that extending MFN can be in
terpreted as condoning the domestic 
repression in China, or the Chinese 
Government's irresponsible arms pro
liferation policies. 

The United States was the first coun
try to condemn the brutal repression in 
Tiananmen Square. We were the first 
nation to guarantee the rights of Chi
nese students studying at universities 
abroad. We were the first nation to im
pose sanctions against the Chinese, and 
we are the last, alone among our West
ern allies, to keep those original sanc
tions in place. 

But those actions are not enough for 
the critics of the President's policy. Do 
the critics of the President's policy 
think we would be better off if we 
turned the clock back on Sino-Amer
ican relations to 1970 when we exer
cised a policy aimed at isolating China 
from the rest of the world? That would 
be the net effect of our decision to 
abandon normal trade relations with 
the Chinese. Although it might make 
us feel good in the very short run, it 
will surely set back relations and dia
log with the Chinese for years to come 
and likely lead to wider crackdowns 
within China against foreign influence. 

Let those who want to return Sino
United States relations to 1970 remem
ber that in 1970 China did not serve as 
a permanent member of the U.N. Secu
rity Council. Let them remember that 
because of President Nixon's opening 
to China, the people of China have ulti
mately benefited and our long-term bi
lateral relationship with China and the 
Chinese people has been enhanced. 

Let the critics also remember that 
they are putting at risk more than $5 
billion in U.S. exports, including 
wheat, $511 million; aerospace, $749 
million; computers and electrical ma
chinery, $860 million; fertilizer, $544 
million; cotton, $259 million; and wood 
products, $281 million. And not only 
will our European and Japanese com
petitors immediately step in to take up 
the slack caused by the loss of Amer
ican business, but we will be putting at 
risk more than $4 billion in United 
States investment in China. 

Farmers and businesses in Minnesota 
stand to lose hundreds of millions of 
dollars if the United States decides to 
restrict MFN. For Minnesota wheat 
farmers, that's a $27 million market 
that will disappear; and for Cargill's 
wheat and phosphate exports that's a 
$150 million loss. For 3M, Control Data, 

Eaton, Honeywell, MTS, Thermoking, 
Conagra, North Star Steel, Medtronic 
and Crown Iron Works, restricting 
MFN means the wholesale transfer of 
export business to Japanese and Euro
pean competitors. 

And what about the American 
consumer, especially the low income 
consumers who rely on imports from 
developing countries like China for af
fordable clothing and footwear. If MFN 
is restricted, tariffs on clothing and 
footwear manufactured in China will 
rise by 72 percent-to the levels estab
lished in the Smoot-Hawley Act. In 
other words, raising tariffs on Chinese 
imports of clothing and footwear is 
equivalent to imposition of a $6 billion 
a year tax on the American consumer 
of low- and moderate-priced clothing 
and shoes. 

Mr. President, it has been 12 years 
since the United States decided to use 
the American farmer as an instrument 
of foreign policy. Haven't we learned 
the lesson of the failed 1979 American 
grain embargo of the Soviet Union? 
And that lesson is simply that when 
America unilaterally dec1des to use 
trade as a weapon of foreign policy, the 
only party who is hurt is the American 
exporter. Other countries always step 
in to fill the breach left by our unilat
eral withdrawal from a market. 

There's a second lesson that we 
should all keep in mind. And that is 
the lesson we learned last August after 
Iraq invaded Kuwait. Economic and 
trade policy can be a meaningful tool 
of foreign policy, but only when such a 
policy is carried out in concert with all 
of the world's trading partners. U.N. 
economic sanctions against Saddam 
Hussein certainly had a devastating 
impact on the people of Iraq. But those 
sanctions had meaning only because 
the whole world acted in unison. 

Will Japan follow our lead and re
strict MFN for China? Will France? 
Will Germany? Will Brazil? Of course 
not. Their manufacturers and farmers 
will simply step in and take the busi
ness that we lose. 

Mr. President, no one can condone 
the human rights abuses that have oc
curred in China since Tiananmen 
Square. However, revoking or condi
tioning MFN will not improve the 
human rights picture in China. To the 
contrary, it will punish the very people 
we are trying to help-the economic re
formers who are attempting to move 
China's command economy to a free 
market, and ultimately to a free soci
ety. 

Moreover, I believe it is fundamen
tally inappropriate for the United 
States, acting unilaterally, to start 
and stop trade with other nations be
cause of disputes over human rights is
sues. Which developing countries would 
we be trading with if we applied the 
same standards we are seeking to im
pose on China to the rest of the Third 
World? Very few, if any. 

Let me quote from Human Rights 
Watch, and Amnesty International 's 
1991 report: 

Turkey: The human rights picture in Tur
key grew worse during 1990, with increasing 
restrictions on freedom of expression, on the 
press. and on political activists. Torture also 
continued unabated. 

Kenya: The human rights situation in 
Kenya deteriorated seriously in 1990, with 
the government arresting, detaining, and 
sometimes torturing human rights advocates 
and proponents of multiparty democracy. 

HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH, WORLD REPORT, 1990 

Some political detainees were reportedly 
tortured or ill-treated in security police cus
tody * * * There were frequent arrests, inter
rogations and other harassments, including 
death threats of government critics, particu
larly church leaders. lawyers, and others ad
vocating a multi-party political system. 

AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL REPORT, 1991 

Brazil: While imprisonment for political 
reasons has subsided since the transition to 
civilian rule in 1985, the incidence of torture 
and killing remains high. * * * 

HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH, WORLD REPORT, 1990 

Death squads killed hundreds of people, 
often in circumstances that suggested 
extrajudicial executions." 

AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL REPORT, 1991 

Mexico: Mexicans have been subjected to 
killings, torture and other mistreatment by 
the police during criminal investiga
tions. * * * 

HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH, WORLD REPORT, 1990 

Indonesia and East Timor: The human 
rights situation in Indonesia and East Timor 
took a sharp turn for the worse in 1990. The 
Indonesian military tortured and summarily 
executed detainees in the course of 
counterinsurgency efforts along the Irian 
Jaya-Papuan New Guinea border * * *, in 
northern Sumatra, and in East Timor. 

HUMAN RIG.HTS WATCH, WORLD REPORT, 1990 

South Korea: The South Korean govern
ment's commitment to human rights and 
democratic reform seemed to weaken stead
ily in 1990 as restrictions on freedom of ex
pression and association increased.* * * 

India: Several thousand political prisoners, 
including prisoners of conscience, were held 
without charge or trial under special or pre
ventive detention laws.* * * Torture and ill
treatment were widespread and in some 
states systematic, resulting in scores of 
deaths in police custody. 

Mr. President, the list of countries 
who abuse their citizens' human rights 
is, sadly, endless. Yet, I do not hear 
anyone calling for revocation of trad
ing relations with Turkey, or Kenya, or 
Brazil, or Mexico, or Indonesia, or 
South Korea, or India. Acting unilater
ally, America cannot change the be
havior of the rest of the world. The 
forum for addressing these issues is not 
through trade, but through diplomacy 
in concert with other nations at the 
United Nations. 

Mr. President, for many in the Sen
ate, the debate over MFN has been nar
rowed to focus on the issue of Chinese 
missile sales to terrorist countries 
such as Iran and Syria. Under the 
Democratic leadership bill, MFN would 
be immediately revoked if it is deter
mined that the Chinese have sold cer-
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tain short-range missiles and launchers 
to Iran, Syria, and Pakistan. 

Mr. President, I am appalled that the 
Chinese seem indifferent to the pro
liferation of ballistic missiles, espe
cially to countries in the 
overmilitarized Middle East. Yet this 
has not gone unnoticed by the adminis
tration. 

Three months ago, the President de
nied licenses for the export of compo
nents critical for the launch of a Chi
nese domestic satellite and he has indi
cated that he will not seek any further 
satellite waivers for China until mis
sile proliferation concerns are satis
fied. The President has also publicly 
stated that the United States would 
impose additional sanctions on any 
Chinese company found to violate 
international guidelines on missiles 
sales. 

And just 2 weeks ago in Paris, the 
Chinese endorsed all of the key objec
tives of President Bush's Middle East 
arms control initiative. The Chinese 
also have agreed to work in follow-on 
meetings to flesh out the agreements 
reached in Paris to freeze and ulti
mately eliminate surface-to-surface 
missiles and block the production and 
acquisition of nuclear useable mate
rial. 

Mr. President, MFN is the functional 
equivalent of closing down economic 
relations with a trading partner. It is a 
last resort trade weapon. Much as I be
lieve that the Chinese have been irre
sponsible in selling missiles to certain 
terrorist countries, I do not believe 
that is a sufficient basis to terminate 
normal trading relations with China. 

In fact, I would suggest that it was 
just as irresponsible for some of our 
own allies to sell missile parts, guid
ance systems, and facilities capable of 
manufacturing poison gas to Iraq as it 
would be for the Chinese to sell Silk
worms, M-9's and M-ll's. No one sug
gested that we terminate trade rela
tions with the countries who supplied 
such weapons. 

Nor did anyone suggest that we en
danger the entire United States-Japan 
trade relationship after it was learned 
that a Toshiba subsidiary sold our cold 
war adversary, the Soviet Union, ad
vanced machine tool milling machines 
that enabled the Soviets to jump two 
generations in submarine noise-reduc
tion technology. 

Mr. President, MFN is a vestige of 
the cold war. Very few countries are 
denied MFN-The Soviet Union, Af
ghanistan, Albania, Cuba, Laos, North 
Korea, Vietnam, Kampuchea. The list 
keeps shortening every year as free 
markets and free societies evolve out 
the rubble of Socialism. I believe it 
would be a step backward in inter
national political and economic rela
tions if the United States at this late 
date seeks to terminate a relationship 
that holds great promise for the future 
once the current generation of Octoge-

narian rulers in Beijing passes the 
mantle to the new generation. 

I would hope my colleagues will look 
toward stabilizing relations between 
our two countries, and leave this mat
ter to the wisdom and judgment of the 
President. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
share many of the concerns that have 
been voiced during this debate about 
our relationship with China and, par
ticularly, about China's human rights 
practices since Tiananmen Square. The 
brutal repression by the Chinese gov
ernment 2 years ago against the stu
dent supporters of democracy and their 
continuing repression are policies that 
demand international attention and co
ordinated action. China's irresponsible 
policies on missile proliferation, the 
proliferation of weapons of mass de
struction, and trade policies are also 
issues that warrant our concern and 
demand action. 

I fully agree that as a democracy we 
have a moral obligation to help foster 
democracy worldwide. I do not believe 
there is anyone in this Chamber who 
feels differently about this issue. 

The question before us today is 
whether China's most-favored-nation 
status is the appropriate leverage for 
our efforts to help change China's poli
cies. On this very critical question, I 
believe that placing conditions on MFN 
is simply not the vehicle we should use 
to exert pressure on the Chinese Gov
ernment. 

I believe this for several reasons. As 
the President has argued repeatedly, I 
believe it is true that cutting off MFN 
would hurt the most progressive forces 
for change in China, the free-market 
entrepreneurs. I also believe very 
strongly that in order to have any posi
tive influence on China, we should not 
close the door on United States-Chi
nese relations. I believe that a cutoff of 
MFN would have such a result, ending 
any chance to influence change. 

Instead, Mr. President, I believe that 
our policy toward China should be one 
which leaves the door open but selec
tively targets sanctions to our specific 
differences. If we cut off MFN, if we 
end all trade, we will not have this 
ability to apply incremental pressure. 
this is consistent with our policies over 
the years on trade sanctions. Whether 
it has been Libya, Iraq, or South Afri
ca, we have maintained MFN while ei
ther selectively or completely cutting 
off trade. 

It is important to emphasize that our 
current relationship with China since 
Tiananmen Square has not been a busi
ness-as-usual one. Unlike the other 
Western democracies, we alone have 
maintained sanctions on China. We 
have ended military cooperation with 
China, which was becoming a signifi
cant aspect of our relationship and an 
important one to the Chinese. We cur
rently have an embargo on sales to the 
military and the police. Among other 

measures, the President has recently 
rejected licenses to export satellite 
components for a Chinese communica
tions project and has directed that no 
further licenses of high-speed comput
ers and no further exports of satellites 
be authorized. China has also been des
ignated for trade sanctions under spe
cial 301 for violation of United States 
intellectual property rights. 

In June, I joined with Senator BAU
cus and many of our colleagues in a 
letter to the President urging that we 
continue this approach and be even 
more active in addressing United 
States concerns with China. In specific, 
we urged reinvigorating our opposition 
to multilateral development loans for 
China, loans which our allies have sup
ported over the past 2 years. We also 
urged stronger action against Chinese 
unfair trade practices and against Chi
na's proliferation policies, as well as 
strong support for Taiwan's application 
for GATT. 

On Friday, we received a strong com
mitment from the President to this ap
proach. Given this commitment and 
given what I believe will be the nega
tive effects of cutting off MFN and 
shutting the door on China, I plan to 
vote against the Mitchell resolution. I 
believe our best chance for influencing 
positive change in China can best be 
served by using vehicles other than 
MFN to express our deep concern about 
the tensions in our relationship with 
China, particularly in the area of 
human rights. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have lis
tened with great care to the arguments 
presented by both sides of the debate 
regarding China and MFN. Of all the 
arguments presented in favor of retain
ing MFN, the one I find most compel
ling is that by withdrawing MFN we 
damage the very classes of people upon 
whom we want to bet for China's fu
ture. The idea that we might actually 
be doing a favor for China's present 
leadership, by helping them chop down 
those who have escaped the state-con
trolled economy, is enough to give 
some real food for thought. 

Nevertheless, the idea that we should 
simply allow the Chinese government 
to do as it pleases until old age finally 
clears the stage, is equally repugnant. 
We have, of course, the President's 11th 
hour assurances to Senator BAucus, de
tailing measures he intends to take, 
that he ought to have taken already. 
Timely action on his part might have 
made his case credible. As it stands, all 
we really have is a pledge-and one 
given under duress, at that. 

In my opinion, the Mitchell amend
ment offers a solution. It extends MFN 
for a year, which is time enough for the 
government of China to show a positive 
response. It allows that much time for 
the Bush administration to show what 
it can do on its own, enforcing existing 
law. If China does better or if the 
President shows that he really means 
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to get tough with the Chinese govern
ment on his own, the Senate can re
visit its position. For now, however, we 
need to speak plainly to people in the 
government of China who are tough 
minded and unlikely to respond to ti
midity on our part. Therefore, I sup
port Senator MITCHELL'S bill. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, like 
my colleague from Montana, I conclude 
that the renewal of most-favored-na
tion status with China is the wrong ve
hicle for encouraging changes which we 
all want. In the end, attaching restric
tions which would lead to termination 
of MFN will only hurt the most the 
thousands of United States workers 
and farmers in America who produced 
almost $5 billion in exports to China in 
1990. According to the Department of 
Commerce, Louisiana workers and 
farmers produced goods worth some 
S677 million which were exported to 
China in 1990. Most of these goods were 
agricultural, $517 million, but also im
portant to my state's economy were 
the Sl29 million in chemicals produced 
in Louisiana which were exported to 
China, some $24 million in paper, and $7 
million in scrap, waste, and primary 
metal industries. While I do not have 
solid numbers of the jobs supported in 
the production of these goods, if the 
general rule of thumb that Sl billion in 
trade results in between 20,000 and 
30,000 jobs, then I can project that 
some 12,000 to 18,000 jobs in my State 
are related to the production of goods 
exported to China. In addition, other 
jobs connected with the Port of New 
Orleans are associated with the export 
and import of goods to and from China. 
In 1990, for example, some $463 million 
in goods from mainland China moved 
through the Port of New Orleans. 

At a time when Louisiana's economic 
outlook is far from robust, and state
wide unemployment remains above the 
national average, I simply cannot sup
port any measure which would poten
tially have an adverse or disruptive im
pact on our economy. 

Time after time, we have seen the fu
tility of unilateral trade actions. Sig
nificant parts of the Soviet grain mar
ket were lost to other Western com
petitors during grain embargoes we im
posed unilaterally in the 1970's. 

Our European and Asian allies are 
not contemplating additional sanctions 
against China to protest continuing 
and serious human rights problems, 
weapons proliferation, and trade issues. 
In fact, most have relaxed actions they 
took following the outrageous 
Tiananmen massacre, and have moved 
to normalize their relationships with 
the PRC. For example, of the last 16 
World Bank loan applications for 
China, our allies have supported vir
tually every one regardless of whether 
the funds would be used to serve basic 
human needs [BHN]. In contrast, the 
United States alone has opposed seven 
of these applications which, in our 

judgment, failed to meet the BHN cri
teria. 

It is clear to me that if we fail to 
renew MFN status and impose non
MFN duty rates on Chinese imports, 
then China will take reciprocal action 
with respect to United States goods 
seeking entry into the PRC. We will 
not be able to compete under such a 
scenario, and our friends in Asia, Eu
rope, and elsewhere will move in and 
fill our market share. 

It simply does not make sense to me 
to set ourselves up to lose this market. 

As to where the impact would be felt 
in China, I am convinced that a persua
sive case has been made that failing to 
renew MFN will only strengthen the 
hard-line, antieconomic reform ele
ment of the Chinese leadership. It is 
also likely that the people in China 
who would be hurt the most are those 
involved in the most vigorous part of 
the Chinese economy in the private 
sector and in joint ventures. This is the 
sector most likely to support further 
changes and yet the imposition of non
MFN duty rates on their exports would 
be great. 

In addition, many United States 
businesses located in Hong Kong-al
most half of whom are engaged in busi
ness with China-would be hurt. United 
States investment in Hong Kong is sig
nificant, and totals almost S6 billion
about one-fourth of all foreign invest
ment in Hong Kong. We could seriously 
hurt these businesses in this process. 

I am convinced that the President 
has determined to take needed and ag
gressive steps through other means 
available to us to try to resolve these
rious outstanding problems we have. I 
believe we should use the targeted ap
proach he outlined and in the end, 
keeping China engaged as an active 
trading partner while using the tar
geted tools available to the President 
will result in the changes we are all 
seeking. 

For this reason, I will support uncon
ditional renewal of MFN trading sta
tus, and in addition will continue to 
urge as best I can that the targeted 
channels available to us to seek im
provements in other key areas are used 
vigorously and well. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am proud to rise tonight in support of 
a bill that, on its face, seems to be 
about trade and diplomacy. But it is 
really more simple than that. This bill 
is about justice. 

The majority leader has introduced 
this bill, which I am proud to cospon
sor, to condition continued most-fa
vored-nation trading status for China. 
Senators have made compelling argu
ments over the past several hours re
garding our trade balance-I should 
say, trade imbalance-with China; ar
guments regarding our need, or lack 
thereof, for a trade relationship with 
China; and other important economic 
and diplomatic arguments. 

But I believe that the issue before 
the Senate is much more simple than 
all this. 

Mr. President, the issue we are debat
ing is justice. 

Where exactly does the United States 
of America stand regarding justice in 
the most populous nation on earth? 

Where does the United States stand 
on issues like slave labor, hermetically 
sealed societies, or political strangula
tion? 

In years past, these questions were 
debated in relation to the Soviet 
Union. Back then, many who are sup
porting the President today thought 
nothing of using MFN as a lever to 
open up Soviet society. Yet, it is ar
gued that holding MFN hostage is no 
way for the United States to promote 
change in China. 

Mr. President, MFN was good enough 
to attack slave labor, gulags, and op
pression in the Soviet Union. But 
today it is too delicate, too important 
an issue to use against identical 
wrongs in the People's Republic of 
China. 

Where's the justice? 
Two short years ago, we watched as 

Chinese soldiers mowed down dem
onstrators in Beijing's Tiananmen 
Square. I for one will never forget the 
picture of a single Chinese student 
standing down four Chinese tanks in 
the middle of a deserted boulevard
pleading with the soldiers to lay down 
their arms. A short time later, senior 
United States officials were toasting 
the Chinese leadership after high-level 
talks. 

Where's the justice? 
Mr. President, China's contempt for 

human rights has been felt even by 
Americans here in the United States. 
Employees of a Delaware steel com
pany purchased 3 years ago by China 
have felt the pain of Beijing's draco
nian way of governing. In a pending 
suit, the Chinese owners are charged 
with discrimination in hiring, tenure, 
and regarding working conditions. 
China is also charged with undercut
ting the union that has represented 
these workers for 45 years: A Com
munist government engaged in union 
busting. 

Mr. President, how are these Dela
ware steel workers supposed to feel 
about preferential trade status for 
China? 

Where's the justice? 
Over the past 2 years, China has 

thumbed its nose at the rights of its 
own people, cracking down on dissent, 
scholarship, and communication. China 
has thumbed its nose at the repeated 
calls for release of protesters, and at 
appeals for clemency in the many sen
tences of death that followed the stu
dent uprising. 

Mr. President, where is the justice? 
It seems that Chinese officials are 

full of righteous indignation every 
time a report surfaces about human 
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rights abuses. Reports that China is re
arming some of the most belligerent 
states in the Middle East drew indig
nant charges of meddling. 

Mr. President, the situation in China 
is certainly alarming. But to support
ers of this resolution, the response of 
our own Government to this situation 
is the true cause for alarm. 

We are asked by the White House not 
to use MFN as a weapon against China, 
in the same way that we have used 
MFN against the Soviets for so long. 
President Bush asks us to trust his 
judgment. The President and his sup
porters point out that he is a foreign 
policy President, that we are being 
tough on the Beijing government in 
more subtle ways. 

Mr. President, I say that if President 
Bush had acted as tough toward China 
as he has talked, we would not be here 
today. Congress has few options 
through which it can make a state
ment about foreign affairs. We .do not 
have an aid program for China which 
can be cut. 

The Congress does not take up this 
issue lightly, and certainly not on the 
spur of the moment. There have been 
congressional calls for tougher action 
against China ever since the June 1989 
crackdown. Where has President Bush 
been all this time? 

In effect, the President has thumbed 
his nose at the Congress in the same 
way China has thumbed its nose at the 
world. The time for George Bush to ask 
for our trust on China is long past. 

By failing to take action over the 
past 2 years, President Bush has left 
Congress with no alternative but to 
withhold MFN trading status. 

Mr. President, if the principles of 
American foreign policy do not com
mand the Senate to pass this bill, then 
certainly the principles of simple jus
tice command it. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it has 
been 2 years since the tanks rolled into 
Tiananmen Square. That tragic event 
brought a brutal and bloody halt to the 
process of political liberalization that 
had begun to develop as China's con
tacts with the outside world expanded. 
The administration argues that the 
best way to breathe life back into that 
process is to provide most-favored-na
tion trade status [MFN] without condi
tions. I do not agree. 

Extended MFN without conditions is 
the wrong approach. It implies business 
as usual at a time when China is engag
ing in relentless repression at home, 
supporting the genocidal Khmer Rouge, 
reaping economic gains through the 
use of unfair trade practices, and 
threatening to undermine inter
national nonproliferation efforts. Ex
tending MFN without conditions un
dermines American values and jeopard
izes our longstanding commitment to 
human rights and freedom. 

Our interests and the interests of 
those who are struggling for democracy 

in China demand that we pursue a 
meaningful and effective policy-a pol
icy that sends a strong signal while at 
the same time encouraging those 
among China's leaders who recognize 
the need for reform. We need to attach 
realistic and achievable conditions to 
MFN. The bill which we are consider
ing does that. 

This legislation allows the President 
to extend MFN to China for the next 
year. However, it makes the renewal of 
MFN in July 1992 conditional upon im
provements in a number of areas of 
concern to the American people. It re
quires the Government of China to 
make a full accounting of and to re
lease those detained or imprisoned 
after Tiananmen Square, to cease ex
porting products produced by slave 
labor to the United States, and to 
cease supplying arms and military as
sistance to the Khmer Rouge. In addi
tion, China must make significant 
progress toward practices and policies 
designed to undermine international 
nonproliferation regimes. 

Mr. President, I believe that the Gov
ernment of China can meet these con
ditions. Last year, in response to con
gressional threats to withdraw MFN, 
China provided a partial accounting of 
those imprisoned after Tiananmen 
Square and released approximately 
1,000 of these prisoners including the 
well known dissident Fang Lizhi. It has 
since promised to cease exporting prod
ucts made by convict labor to the Unit
ed States, and it claims that its mili
tary support for the Khmer Rouge has 
been suspended. Obviously, we cannot 
take these statements on face value 
alone. Both Asia Watch and the State 
Department have reported that China 
uses prison labor to produce goods for 
export. Our law and our conscience re
quire that this practice be ended before 
MFN can be renewed next year. And, in 
view of the historical relationship be
tween China and the Khmer Rouge, we 
must be absolutely sure that military 
support has ended before renewing 
MFN. 

If China fulfills these conditions, it 
need only make significant progress on 
the others. It does not have to termi
nate the objectionable practices, but it 
does have to take steps toward that 
goal. 

Over the last 2 years, the American 
people, Congress, and the administra
tion have spoken with many and dif
ferent voices about what the United 
States expects from China. This legis
lation makes our expectations clear. It 
sets out the policies which we want 
China to follow and the standards by 
which we judge progress. 

Mr. President, this legislation offers 
a compromise to those who want to cut 
off MFN immediately and to those, 
like myself, who have reservations 
about the ramifications of withdrawing 
MFN at this stage. I commend the ma
jority leader for the way in which he 

has gone about shaping it. I, for one, 
had some concerns about the original 
version of this bill because I felt that it 
contained an unrealistic set of condi
tions which China could not meet. The 
majority leader willingly amended his 
legislation to meet my concerns and 
those of others in an effort to create a 
bill which we all could support. I thank 
the leader for his cooperation and com
mend him for producing a good piece of 
legislation which meets our common 
goal of sending a strong, but not dev
astating, signal to China. 

There are substantial incentives for 
China to comply with the conditions in 
this bill. According to the Department 
of Commerce, China's United States 
trade surplus was $10.4 billion in 1990 
and is projected to be $15 billion in 
1991. If China loses MFN, 90 percent of 
its exports to the United States would 
be subject to higher tariffs. China 
would have to pay an additional $6 bil
lion in duties and lose an estimated $3 
to $6 billion in annual foreign currency 
earnings. In addition to the economic 
benefits, the political benefits of MFN 
are significant. 

The United States, like other coun
tries in the international community, 
generally trades on an MFN basis. 
However, in the case of Communist na
tions, the United States imposes cer
tain conditions on the extension of 
MFN. Because of this, the extension of 
MFN by the United States to countries 
like China has become a symbol of im
proved relations and acceptance of 
those countries as legitimate members 
of the international community. Loss 
of MFN put China back in the pariah 
category-a political development 
which presumably the leadership in 
Beijing, especially the reformers, 
would want to avoid. 

The administration argues that the 
hardline elements in the Chinese lead
ership will be strengthened if we attach 
conditions to MFN. This argument 
overlooks · two fundamental points: 
First, that unconditional MFN would 
simply lead the hardliners to believe 
that they have a free hand to pursue 
repressive policies without approba
tion, as they have done for the last 2 
years since Tiananmen Square; and 
second, that conditions have already 
been attached to the extension of MFN 
to China. The Jackson-Vanik amend
ment requires China to comply with 
various conditions related to freedom 
of emigration in order to obtain MFN. 
The bilateral United States-China 
trade agreement negotiated by the 
Carter administration required China 
to fulfill certain economic pre
conditions before MFN was extended. 
So, Mr. President, there is nothing un
conditional about the extension of 
MFN. 

None of us can know for sure how 
China's leaders will react to this bill. 
Historically, Chinese Governments 
have been relatively immune to out-
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side influence. Over the last decade, 
however, that situation has begun to 
change as China has established politi
cal and economic relationships with 
other countries. Economic reforms in
stituted by former Chinese leader Deng 
Xiaoping led to China's participation 
in joint ventures, access to Chinese 
markets for foreign-made goods, and 
the establishment of various export in
dustries. Political reforms, although 
modest at best, gave birth to the de
mocracy movement. 

We do know, however, that China 
reaps enormous political and economic 
benefits from the extension of MFN by 
the United States. That provides us 
with leverage which can be effective if 
it is used creatively. The approach 
taken in this bill-extending MFN for a 
year and attaching realistic conditions 
to the renewal-provides an incentive 
for reform while promoting the ideals 
for which the United States stands. It 
is a balanced approach that holds out 
the promise of success. I urge all of my 
colleagues to join me in voting for this 
bill. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, parliamen
tary inquiry: In the question of time 
being managed, is there a time agree
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator there is no 
allocation of time. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my very strong sup
port for the resolution before us, and I 
commend the majority leader and oth
ers in this debate for the important 
work they have done on this legisla
tion. Not only has the majority leader 
helped to frame this debate in a con
structive and pertinent way, but he has 
also set before us a solid piece of legis
lation that I think goes a very long 
way toward addressing some of the 
problems in today's China. 

The continued oppression by the 
leaders of the People's Republic of 
China has raised the concern of the 
United States and many other nations 
throughout the world. In addressing 
that oppression, the legislation offered 
by the distinguished majority leader is, 
I believe, clear and unequivocal. The 
bill extends MFN status for 1 year on a 
conditional basis, and it spells out the 
specific violations that must be ad
dressed if MFN status is to continue 
after that period of time. That is area
sonable proposition. 

Mr. President, on June 4, 1991, we 
marked the second anniversary of the 
decision by the Chinese Government to 
crush the prodemocracy movement 
then encamped in Beijing's Tiananmen 
Square. Over the past 2 years, there has 
been little to suggest the leaders of 
China are prepared to mend their ways, 
and I say that with deep regret. 

In fact, most of the evidence is to the 
contrary. Despite continued strides in 
economic liberalization and free mar
ket ideology, when it comes to the sub-

ject of political rights, regrettably, the 
leaders of the People's Republic of 
China have withdrawn behind a great 
wall of oppression. In the process, they 
have cut off their nation and their peo
ple from the light of the free world as 
we see it today. 

So the message from those who rule 
the most populous nation on this plan
et goes something like this. We are cer
tainly willing to engage the West and 
to get our hands on all the material 
benefits that we can. But we are really 
not interested in playing by anyone's 
rules but our own. 

The Chinese approach to internation
ally accepted human rights standards 
makes this message very, very clear. 
The People's Republic of China's viola
tions continue to include torture, pro
longed detention, forced labor, abduc
tion, and summary executions. 

Regrettably, those accusations are 
not just the opinion of one Member of 
this body, but rather the conclusion of 
one human rights organization after 
another. 

On another front, consider the Chi
nese approach to trade relations. Of 
particular concern is the apparent dis
regard for the proliferation of military 
technology and advanced weapons sys
tems such as ballistic missiles and 
launchers. 

In addition, the Chinese have 
thumbed their noses at the concept of 
fair access to the Chinese markets, and 
have denied protection of United 
States patents and copyrights. Pirated 
software in China alone may cost the 
United States as much as $400 million a 
year, according to knowledgeable 
sources. 

One of the most blatant violations of 
intellectual property rights hits right 
at home. In fact, in our very State, I 
would say to the Chair, my colleague 
from Connecticut; in the State of Con
necticut. The Chinese company, 
Norinco, has made over 15,000 unau
thorized copies of the M16A2 rifle, man
ufactured by Colt Manufacturing, in 
Hartford, CT. These 15,000 rifles would 
have meant 10.5 million dollars' worth 
of revenues to Colt Manufacturing, in a 
State already crippled by economic 
hard times. It would have meant 100 
jobs being retained at that factory, had 
that particular copying of a copyright 
not occurred. 

Unfortunately, the Chinese copied 
the United States trademark despite 
having signed as a member of the 1986 
World Intellectual Property Commis
sion, an international organization 
that pledges to respect well-known 
trademarks such as the one held by 
Colt Manufacturing. The failure of the 
Chinese Government to address this 
matter is one of the intellectual prop
erty rights issues that this legislation 
seeks to address. 

Accordingly, when the President cer
tifies that the People's Republic of 
China has made significant progress in 

intellectual property rights, I evaluate 
that claim against the specific viola
tions that have occurred to people in 
my State and to industries in my 
State, as well. 

There is no doubt that the People's 
Republic of China has made some 
strides in the course of the past decade, 
and we applaud that. This legislation, I 
think, reflects that by not calling for 
an immediate ban. But there is also no 
doubt that there is still a very far way 
to go. 

Given China's less than enviable 
track record in a number of areas, such 
as human rights, trade relations, or 
immigration, I believe the time has 
come to put the leaders of the People's 
Republic of China on notice that major 
changes must be made. 

I say this as someone who appre
ciates the improvements that have oc
curred, but who also says there is a dis
tance yet to be traveled. 

We know we are not seeking the im
possible. The People's Republic of 
China can change. It has changed dra
matically already. Its economic com
pass now points to the marketplace 
and the profit motive. These revolu
tionary changes used to be entirely 
alien to the concepts of our friends in 
Beijing. Such changes on the economic 
front must be matched, we believe, on 
the political front, as well. 

Mr. President, in an address at Yale 
University only a few weeks ago, Presi
dent Bush gave what I thought was an 
accurate and eloquent summary of the 
difficult choice we face today. The 
President told the students at Yale: 

There will come times when you will have 
difficulty distinguishing between the good 
guys and the bad guys. When these situa
tions arise, identify your principles and stick 
by them. 

Mr. President, the countless people 
in China that were arrested and beaten 
for nonviolent protest, the students 
imprisoned for writing democratic es
says, the young men and women flat
tened by the treads of an oncoming 
tank in Tiananmen Square, are these 
people not fighting for our very own 
principles, the principles of freedom 
and democracy? 

I believe the words of President Bush 
are very clear. We must indeed stick to 
our principles. And we must do so not 
only by upholding the democratic tra
dition here at home, but by sharing the 
responsibility of freedom throughout 
the globe, including the People's Re
public of China. 

So the message here this afternoon is 
not a complicated one. China has reg
istered significant advances on the eco
nomic side of the equation. This legis
lation reflects that. It is the political 
side, the trade side, the arms sale side 
that concerns us. It causes concern be
cause economic gain in the absence of 
political freedom is a hollow victory, 
indeed. 
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That was the message from 

Tiananmen Square. It should be our 
message as we consider this legislation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? The Chair recognizes 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. MACK]. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, it was not 
my intention, really, to speak on this 
issue. I had a statement I had put in 
the RECORD yesterday. But as the de
bate began to wind down, I felt com
pelled to make some comments with 
respect to the legislation. 

I am going to vote for the proposal to 
condition the granting of most-fa
vored-nation status to China. Frankly, 
my feeling is that the proposal does 
not go far enough. I would have voted 
to eliminate MFN status some time 
ago. But that is not before us today, 
and the end result is I will support the 
proposal that is before us, and that is 
the conditional extension of MFN sta
tus. 

I must say, I do understand that 
many consider revoking MFN a futile, 
unilateral act. I understand we have 
significant levels of trade with China, 
and that some American jobs are at 
stake. And I understand the argument 
that free trade is a liberalizing force in 
China that eats away at the regime's 
iron grip on the people. But although I 
understand these arguments, I keep 
coming back to the question of free
dom and human rights. 

I think about the image of the lone 
student standing in front of the line of 
tanks 2 years ago in Tiananmen 
Square, and I suspect that picture is 
probably pinned on the walls in many 
of the offices in the Senate office build
ings. I think about the Statue of Lib
erty erected by the students in 
Tiananmen Square, and how the stat
ue, and of the students on it, were 
crushed by the Chinese tanks. 

I think about the people still in pris
on today for daring to speak out for de
mocracy and human rights. I think to 
myself, what can we do that will best 
keep faith with those brave souls and 
the dream of democracy for 1 billion 
people that they represented? 

Many argue that to take away most
favored-nation status would force us to 
give up the leverage that we have. I 
make the counter argument that if we 
really did have leverage, the most pro
pitious use of that leverage would have 
been at Tiananmen Square, and if we 
did try to use it then, which I suppose 
that we did, I argue that we really did 
not have that leverage, and to argue 
that now we ought to continue most
favored-nation status because it is 
going to give us leverage is just erro
neous. 

Some say that passing the approval 
of most-favored-nation status even 
with conditions sends a strong mes
sage. I argue that just the opposite oc
curs: That the Chinese have to be look
ing at us and saying, if the only thing 

they are going to do is extend most-fa
vored-nation status but with condi
tions, under the worst situations in 
which Tiananmen Square occurred, 
there is really no condition on which 
they are going to take most-favored
nation status away from us. Rather 
than being a message of strength, it is, 
in fact, a message of weakness. In a 
sense, it is kind of like raising your 
own child and saying that you are 
going to provide punishment for things 
the child did wrong and you keep say
ing it over and over and over again. 
Eventually, the child begins to learn 
and understand that there is nothing 
the parents are going to do. 

I argue that is exactly what we are 
doing here. It is well intended, but we 
are sending another message that after 
the terrible human rights abuses that 
took place just a little over 2 years 
ago, the best we can come up with is 
extension of most-favored-nation sta
tus, with conditions again. I keep com
ing back to that human element. Un
fortunately, I think, too many times in 
the debate we have a tendency to for
get the focus of the debate, and the 
focus of the debate, frankly, is the peo
ple of China and the students who led 
the democracy movement, those who 
gave up their lives, those who are liv
ing today and still trying to keep that 
movement alive. 

I remember having a discussion in 
my office with a number of people who, 
frankly, wanted to see that most-fa
vored-nation status continued. They 
made the economic arguments. I must 
say I understand those economic argu
ments. I have been to Hong Kong, I 
have talked to people about the impact 
of this wave of capitalism that has hit 
Guangdong Province. I understand that 
argument well. 

As I was carrying on the discussion, I 
looked above where they were seated 
and there is a picture that hangs on my 
wall of an individual by the name of 
Anatoly Michelson. Anatoly Michelson 
is dead today, but he fulfilled one 
dream that he carried for over 31 years. 
Anatoly Michelson defected from the 
Soviet Union in 1956, and for 31 years, 
he made every effort to try to see that 
his wife, his daughter, and eventually a 
grandson would have the opportunity 
to leave the Soviet Union and rejoin 
him. That is what he focused on for 31 
years. 

I remember sitting with him in a 
small room in the Capitol a number of 
years ago in which there was a video 
tape that had been smuggled out of the 
Soviet Union. On that video tape was 
his wife, his daughter, and a grandson 
he had never seen before. He got up out 
of that chair and he went over and got 
within 2 feet of that television screen. 
You could sense and feel the emotion 
in him and everyone in the room. He 
came back and sat down next to me 
and said, "Connie, we have to keep the 
fight up. We have to work until the day 

they are at my side." I was fortunate 
enought in December 1987 to be stand
ing next to Anatoly Michelson when 
his wife, his daughter, and his grandson 
stood with him out at Dulles Airport. 

So I keep coming back to the human 
side of this. I keep coming back to the 
comment, I guess, that was just men
tioned a few moments ago that Presi
dent Bush made: "Know your prin
ciples and stick with them." This is a 
tough issue. Which way are we going to 
bring about change in China? Which 
will be the most successful? Will it be 
as a result of the economic wave, or 
will it be because we stood up and said 
what you have done is wrong and there 
is a consequence for it and that is the 
loss of most-favored-nation status. 

I come down on the side of our Na
tion taking that principled stand and 
standing up once again and saying, we 
are willing to fight for freedom. 

We are willing to stand up and def end 
the rights of others. So when I try to 
look at both sides of this very difficult 
issue, I come to the conclusion that the 
only way to do that is to keep that pic
ture in my mind not just of the student 
in front of the tank in Tiananmen 
Square but that picture which hangs on 
my wall and the recognition of this 
country's willingness to stand up to de
fend democracy and work for the free
dom of all minkind. I think we best 
accomplish that by eliminating most
favored-nation status. Since that is not 
before us today, I will support the pro
posal that puts conditions on the ex
tension of that most-favored-nation 
status. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KOHL). Is there further debate? 
Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield for just a 
moment. 

Mr. BIDEN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SYMMS. I thank the Senator. 

For Senators who are not here, we 
have, I think, no other speakers re
maining on this side. I think Senator 
BAucus is waiting to speak, and Sen
ator BIDEN. I think we are getting very 
close to the end where we may have a 
vote, and I think Senators might want 
to know that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I was just 
asking my distinguished friend from 
Montana whether he preferred to go 
next or would rather me go next. Since 
I think he has, quite frankly, made the 
most articulate and persuasive argu
ment against the bill, which I support, 
he should have the opportunity to close 
the debate out here other than the 
leadership, if that turns out to be the 
case. 
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So I will take a few moments now, 

Mr. President, if I may, to try to point 
out why I think the Mitchell proposal 
is both reasonable and practicable, 
that this is not a fait accompli relative 
to MFN. This is a genuine, honorable, 
and honest approach to deal with what, 
thus far, has not been a very successful 
approach on the part of the administra
tion to deal with what everyone must 
acknowledge are practices on the part 
of the Chinese that range from ill-ad
vised to reprehensible. 

I have heard, and I expect we will 
hear before this debate is closed out in 
a few moments, a number of arguments 
as to why the Mitchell approach is not 
the proper approach. At the outset, let 
me posit that some of those arguments 
are accurate. Some of those arguments 
have some merit. One of the arguments 
that we will hear, and I have heard, 
and we will hear again in a much more 
forceful and articulate way, that I am 
about to make because I do not fully 
agree with them, is that, look, there is 
the flourishing of some democratiza
tion and capitalism along the coastal 
provinces. True. 

And that if this bill is to pass and 
were to become law in that it denied 
MFN-there are enough votes to over
ride the President's veto-it might 
have a negative effect on what is hap
pening in those coastal provinces. 
True, likely to have a negative effect. 

I also hear and we are told that a 
similar effect, at least in its nature, 
would occur with regard to Hong Kong. 
Probably true. 

Also, we hear stated that in effect 
the sanctions of any kind of an eco
nomic nature do not always work if it 
is only one nation participating in 
those sanctions. Generally speaking, 
true. 

We also hear that China would be 
really the odd man out, that there are 
other nations in the world that in fact 
have reprehensible records on any 
number of items and still, nonetheless, 
received most-favored-nation treat
ment. Again, true. 

And we are told again that the Presi
dent is of the view that this action 
would offend Chinese nationalism and 
sense of pride, that it would be coun
terproductive for a long time. Poten
tially true. 

But there are other things, Mr. Presi
dent, I find significantly more compel
ling. A number of my colleagues, in
cluding the distinguished Senator from 
Florida who just spoke, have said, you 
know, in a strange way this may be 
counterproductive. It is like threaten
ing a child with punishment and then 
not following through on the punish
ment. 

I respectfully suggest to my friend 
from Florida that if he reads the legis
lation, there is at least one provision 
in it which says the President has no 
option, there is no wiggle room, that 
the child, if you will continue this met-

aphor must be punished. And that is if, 
in fact, there is a transfer of nuclear 
and/or missile technology or missiles 
to certain parts of the world, specifi
cally if such transfers occur to Iran or 
to Syria. 

Now, I also heard another one of my 
colleagues stand up and say, but you 
know-I think it was Senator CONRAD-
we have no clean slate. We are arms 
suppliers, too, among those who are 
transferring weapons that are not help
ful. True. 

But, Mr. President, there is no one 
else that we know of at the moment 
that is transferring technology, con
templating the transfer of missiles and 
missile launchers into the most vola
tile region in the world at this mo
ment. And to use a phrase that in the 
Foreign Relations Committee I get 
tired of hearing, there is a window, a 
window of vulnerability that we face in 
the very near term, and that is if the 
Chinese, as proscribed in this legisla
tion, transfer M-9 and/or M-11 missile 
launchers and warheads to Syria or to 
Iran, it is over. There is no plausible 
circumstance in which we can say to 
the Chinese, to the Syrians, or the Ira
nians, by the way, notwithstanding the 
fact you have this new capability that 
can revolutionize your capacity to 
wage war, we would like you to give 
them up now in the name of peace. 

It is not like human rights where you 
can debate whether or not some or 
enough, substantial, insubstantial, 
progress has been made. It is not like 
trade where you can argue whether or 
not on balance, notwithstanding the 
fact they are cheating, U.S. economic 
interests are better off with the 
present arrangement. It is not like ei
ther of those two things. If the M-9 and 
M-11 missiles and launchers are trans
ferred, sold to the Middle East, it fun
damentally alters the landscape. Pe
riod. No debate, no question. Period. 

In this debate, one of my colleagues 
said the debate is about the people of 
China. I respectfully suggest it does 
impact on the people of China. But 
what brings this Senator to the floor at 
this moment is the debate is about 
Americans and about American lives. 

We just committed one-half million 
Americans to the Middle East, to the 
Persian Gulf. At the outset of the de
bate on the gulf, the American people 
were not persuaded that we should go 
to war with Iraq because of the terri
torial integrity of Kuwait. They were 
not persuaded that we should go to war 
with Iraq because of the dominant posi
tion it was acquiring relative to the 
Arab world. They were not persuaded 
that we should go to war with Iraq be
cause of oil. But when the administra
tion pointed out that they may be on 
the verge of acquiring nuclear capabil
ity, bingo-bingo, American public 
opinion galvanized, world opinion gal
vanized and we committed a half a mil
lion forces. 

What became the central concern 
once those forces were committed: A, 
whether or not Saddam Hussein had 
missiles that could deliver lethal poi
son gas; or B, whether or not he had 
missiles and capability of delivering 
warheads of destructive capacity, of 
consequence. Then we heard, with some 
good reason, for days on end, without a 
single moment's interruption, about 
the Scud missile, and it worried us, as 
it should have. The bulk of our atten
tion and policy, once it became clear 
that the Iraqis lacked the will, if not 
the capacity, to take on our far supe
rior force was what about these mis
siles? 

These Scud missiles are 1959 versions 
of the M-9 and M-11 missiles, which the 
Chinese are contemplating negotiating, 
thinking about selling and transferring 
to that same area of the world. And my 
friends say to me, well, they are not 
going to transfer any of that to Iraq, 
but they are going to transfer some of 
it to good guys like Assad. 

What a great, noble person Mr. Assad 
is, with a track record no more envi
able than the vaulted leader of Iraq, 
who, I might add, is still roaming 
Baghdad with a sidearm strapped to his 
waist. 

We are going to stand by and say to 
China, your need for hard currency
and I suspect that is what is driving it, 
for I do not even think that the present 
leadership in China is looking forward 
to another war in the Persian Gulf
your need for hard currency which will 
generate several billion dollars, result
ing in the transfer of M-9 and M-11 
missiles with ranges and accuracy far 
exceeding the Scud missile, we are 
going to sit by and do nothing about it. 

Now, my friends who have a differing 
view on this will say, well, Joe, you 
know, you are right; it is a real con
cern. But this is not the place to do 
anything about it. Surely, we should 
not be entering into it in a debate on 
trade policy. 

I respectfully suggest that this is of 
such serious consequence at such a pro
pitious moment in history in that par
ticular region of the world that this is 
the only reasonable vehicle we have to 
make the case. 

I think at a minimum the leaders of 
China should be faced with the stark 
reality. Is the $15 billion in trade sur
plus regardless of how it is gained from 
the United States more or less valuable 
than the several-billion-dollar advan
tage that is gained from selling these 
incredibly destabilizing weapons into 
the Middle East? We are not talking 
about tanks. We are not talking about 
artillery. We are talking about missiles 
with ranges and capacity that I re
spectfully suggest would make it dif
ficult to reform the coalition that was 
so successfully formed to take on Iraq. 

I wonder how the Turks, I wonder 
how the Italians, I wonder how a whole 
number of people who heretofore were 
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not in a reasonable position of concern 
in terms of the military might of Iraq 
might think about knowing that enter
ing a coalition against an aggressor na
tion in the region with missiles and 
launchers like the M-9 and M-11 would 
think about whether or not it was in 
their interest to do that. I promise 
you, we will not be here whether there 
is another war in the Middle East won
dering whether or not those nations 
that possess the M-9 and M-11 missiles 
can strike Israel. It is not a question. 
It will be no question. We have no ca
pacity to defend or provide for defense 
to our friends against these missiles. 
And the Chinese at this moment, at 
this time have already transferred or 
are transferring into the region launch
ers and missiles. 

Originally I convinced the leadership 
to put in Pakistan, but because some 
on the other side argued that including 
Pakistan would make a fai t accompli 
that we would deny MFN, earlier we re
drafted the amendment and changed 
the leadership amendment. Pakistan is 
out because they have already trans
ferred launchers to Pakistan, and it is 
arguable that they may have already 
transferred some warheads to Paki
stan. 

I have no illusions. I what this to 
work. I have no illusions that we are 
going to turn around conduct that has 
already been consummated. But I cer
tainly have no unwillingness to say to 
the Chinese from this moment such 
conduct is so inimical to the interests 
of the United States of America that 
were you to continue to engage in it 
our relationship with you will and 
must change. 

I have heard, and I will hear from my 
distinguished friend from Montana and 
others, that we alone cannot make a 
difference. No other nation in the 
world is contemplating such action rel
ative to China. I respectfully point out 
that no nation ever contemplates this 
kind of action. It is the United States 
in South Africa that went it alone 
first, and how long did we hear no one 
else is participating, it will not work? 
But we forced the administration to 
adopt a policy of sanctions, and al
though it took time, other of our noble 
brethren and allies came along and 
eventually the weight of the sanctions 
worked. 

I can assure you if we do nothing rel
ative to these missile transfers, no one 
else will do anything. No one will. But 
I can also assure you that if we do 
something the rest of the free world 
will be forced to reconsider their posi
tion on whether or not they engage in 
a collective approach to deal with the 
irresponsible actions of the Chinese 
jeopardizing American interests and, 
yes, American lives. Whether or not 
they come along we have an obligation 
to go it alone if need be. 

There are certain times and certain 
places in history where you cannot 

stand by. and if we do not act now, a 
year from now, it will be over. It will 
be finished. What leverage if any we 
have with the Chinese will be squan
dered. And we are sitting here saying, 
oh, my goodness, this may hurt us eco
nomically. 

This may in fact cause retrenchment 
of a regime that is already incredibly 
entrenched, that will only change, in 
my humble opinion, through death. I 
do not mean that we would impose 
that. I mean through them not able to 
beat the actuarial tables much longer. 

We sit here and say, oh, my goodness, 
let us not offend their national pride. 
The hell with their national pride. 
They are transferring a technology 
that will revolutionize the ability to 
conduct and wage war in an area of the 
world that is most likely again to be a 
battlefield of any area in the world. 
And the area of the world where we 
have just demonstrated that we cannot 
allow a fundamental change in the sta
tus quo and we will not allow it. 

I wonder where we will be a year, 2 
years, 3 years from now when Mr. 
Assad, for whatever reason, concludes 
that his interests are better served by 
a new relationship with Saddam Hus
sein, who in all probability will still be 
there. What do we do then when we de
bate on the floor of this body sending 
200,000, 500,000, 700,000 Americans into 
that region where now they have real 
weapons? 

As I said, Mr. President, the analogy 
of the Scud to the M-9 or M-11 is like 
a 1955 Chevy to a 1991 Corvette. They 
"ain't" even in the same league, not 
even close. We are going to talk about 
whether or not we are going to offend 
the Chinese. 

If my friends will look at this legisla
tion, they will see that as drafted if in 
fact they transfer this technology, and 
my good friend from Rhode Island yes
terday was saying, well, this provision 
that I have been banging a way at 
makes it impossible for the President 
to be able to certify it. Well, we 
changed the language and required 
that the President, and in our legisla
tion it says: 

No later than July 3rd, 1992, products of 
the People's Republic of China may not be 
provided nondiscriminatory most-favored
nation trade treatment if the President de
termines at any point subsequent to the en
actment of this act that the People's Repub
lic of China has transferred to Syria or Iran, 
number one, ballistic missiles, or missile 
launchers for the weapons system known as 
the M-9 or MN-11 or material equipment or 
technology which would contribute signifi
cantly to the manufacture of nuclear explo
sive devices. 

Then section (b) says that the Presi
dent shall promptly inform the Con
gress, in writing, of any determination 
described in the section I just read. 

Does anybody on this floor seriously 
suggest that if they knew tomorrow 
that the Chinese were going to transfer 
nuclear weapon-making capabilities 

which would significantly enhance the 
ability to manufacture nuclear explo
sives to Syria or to Iran, we would be 
standing on this floor and saying, hey, 
no problem, OK, we did not like it; we 
will just continue the same old policy, 
though. 

They are transferring that to make 
money. We are not going to change our 
relationship with them, though. Is any
body willing to stand up and say that if 
they knew for certain that tomorrow 
the Chinese were going to transfer nu
clear technology which would signifi
cantly enhance the prospect of Syria or 
Iran to make a nuclear bomb, they 
would continue to maintain the posi
tion that we should not change our po
sition relative to China? 

Is anybody in here going to tell me 
that, if they knew for certain that to
morrow China will transfer to Assad 
the M-9 and/or M-11 missile and its 
launchers, which would put all of Israel 
in dire jeopardy immediately, they 
would say we are not going to consider 
changing the relationship with China? 

Look, unlike human rights, unlike 
trade, there is nothing soft about this 
requirement. They either transfer the 
M-9 or M-11, or they do not. They ei
ther transfer technology that signifi
cantly enhances the ability to provide 
nuclear capability, or they do not. It is 
not whether they have gone far enough 
in human rights. No one in this body is 
suggesting that tomorrow we expect-
al though we would like it-China to 
turn into a democracy. Legislation 
does not require that. No one in this 
body is saying that we expect all the 
trade practices we find reprehensible, 
which China engages in, to stop tomor
row. 

But there is one thing we can say: 
China, you have a choice. You have not 
transferred these deadly missiles with 
ranges exceeding 300 kilometers to 
these two unstable nations as of the 
moment. Now, understand, if you do, 
the $2 billion you are going to gain 
from the transfers are going to be off
set by the $15 billion you now gain be
cause of the most-favored-nation treat
ment. 

It is real simple. They are grown, ma
ture people. We can say: You have your 
most-favored-nation treatment the rest 
of the year, but just understand that if 
that happens, you have a real problem 
with us, which will require termination 
of that trade relationship. 

If I may make an analogy that will 
make everybody angry probably, but I 
am going to do it anyway. There is a 
debate right now based upon whether 
our Ambassador to Iraq was crystal 
clear in her warnings to Saddam Hus
sein about Kuwait. She asserts that she 
said, and I am paraphrasing; If you 
move on Kuwait, you are going to have 
us to answer to. 

Everybody in this body has said sub
sequent to our invasion of Kuwait that 
we certainly hope that was said. It 
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would be an important thing to be said, 
because we certainly would not want 
any misunderstanding about the con
sequences of the Iraqi invasion of Ku
wait. We all said that was an impor
tant precondition for our policy. I sus
pect that if it turns out she did not say 
that, or the State Department did not 
tell her to say that, we would all sit 
here and say: my God, what a horrible, 
stupid thing to have failed to do. 

Well, if I can make an analogy, I do 
not want to be here tomorrow, next 
week, next month, regardless of what 
the rest of the world thinks, regardless 
of Chinese pride, and say, wow, guess 
what? Our Intelligence Committee just 
showed us photographs of these M- 9 
and M-11 missile launchers sitting in 
Assad's garage. Guess what? The Ira
nians, who now think they even have a 
greater stake in the future of the gulf, 
now have M-11 missiles and launchers. 
And, by the way, we have found out 
that they have purchased from the Chi
nese, who are a nuclear power, nuclear 
technology to build a bomb. 

I wonder how many of us would stand 
up then and say we do not want to 
bring back Smoot-Hawley. We want 
free trade. We do not want to jeopard
ize those provinces on the eastern bor
der of China. We do not want to hurt 
the folks in Hong Kong. 

Mr. President, this is in a category 
very different than the other things we 
are looking for progress on. These are 
things that have not happened yet-the 
transfers to these two countries. 
Human rights violations have occurred; 
they are continuing to occur, and the 
question is how to keep them from oc
curring. Trade violations have oc
curred, continue to occur, and the 
question is how to stop them. 

This is truly preventative. If the Chi
nese do not understand that the trans
fer of these missiles and nuclear tech
nology to the Middle East will fun
damentally alter her relationship to 
the United States of America, she is 
fundamentally misreading the United 
States of America, just as Saddam Hus
sein has. 

I will predict to you all in this Cham
ber that, whether or not we deny MFN, 
if and when-and it will be when-the 
Chinese transfer that missile tech
nology to Syria and to Iran, they will 
have badly misunderstood the senti
ment of this Congress, because all of 
you will be on this floor saying, my 
God, what are we going to do now with 
the rogue elephant in international re
lations? What are we going to do now 
with the most destabilizing nation in 
the world in terms of supplying ker
osene to a fire that still smolders? 
What are we going to do now? 

To use the words of my friend from 
Florida, who reached a totally different 
conclusion than the Senator from Dela
ware, he said this sends the wrong mes
sage. If we fail to send a message to the 
Chinese that something that they have 

not done yet and is fully within their 
power not to do and clearly within 
their economic interest not to do, if 
they nonetheless go forward and trans
fer those missiles, those ballistic mis
siles, that nuclear technology, to the 
cauldron of the world, then we will 
have done a great disservice to them, 
we will have done a great disservice to 
the world. We will have done a great 
disservice to Americans, because we 
will respond, notwithstanding the fact 
that this President suffers from a 
China syndrome, notwithstanding the 
fact that this President has a blind eye 
at least, if not two blind eyes, the same 
President who thought it was nec
essary to go to war to stop the buildup 
of nuclear technology and capability of 
Iraq. I find it absolutely ridiculous 
that the same President would not be 
willing to contemplate denial of MFN 
to a nation that was going to sell bal
listic missiles, not technology, ballis
tic missiles, whole, ready-to-launch on 
arrival, ballistic missiles to Syria, and 
to Iran, that same President who said 
it was in the interest of the United 
States to go to war to stop one screw
ball from getting nuclear capability, 
that he would stand by and con
template another screwball selling to 
nations which are not known for their 
stability or democratic instincts or 
United States interest, that they in 
fact would now have nuclear tech
nology, significant nuclear capability. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, all this 
legislation does is say: (A) On trade 
and human rights, show some progress; 
and (B) Do not change the balance in 
the Middle East in one fell swoop, pro
viding to two unstable nations mis
siles, ballistic missiles, or nuclear ca
pability. If you do, we change our rela
tionship with you, and if your desire to 
do so is driven by your need for hard 
currency, understand that when you sit 
in your councils of government and 
calculate is it better to derive $2 bil
lion in hard currency from transferring 
this deadly capability and lose $15 bil
lion in hard currency from the United 
States, or is it better to keep the $15 
billion in hard currency from the Unit
ed States and forego the several billion 
dollars that you derive from transfer
ring ballistic missiles and nuclear ca
pability. 

I thank my colleagues, and again will 
point out if we do not do it, no one else 
will, and if we do not do it, by year's 
end at least one of those nations and 
probably both will have a sophisticated 
new ballistic missile capability while 
we argued about whether or not we 
were going to hurt Chinese pride. 

I yield the floor. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
have had discussions with the distin
guished Republican leader and the 
managers attempting to bring this 
matter to a resolution in the near fu
ture , and as a result of those conversa-

tions, I will propound a unanimous
consent request which I believe is 
agreeable to all concerned. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senator from Pennsylva
nia complete his remarks, and upon the 
completion of his remarks, which I un
derstand will be for less than 10 min
utes from this time, that Senator 
BENTSEN be recognized to offer an 
amendment which has been agreed 
upon and which I understand will take 
a very short period of time. And that 
following that, Senator BAUCUS be rec
ognized for 10 minutes, then Senator 
PACKWOOD be recognized for 10 minutes, 
then Senator BENTSEN be recognized 
for 10 minutes, then Senator DOLE be 
recognized for 5 minutes, and then the 
majority leader be recognized for 10 
minutes, and that upon the completion 
of my remarks, there occur without 
any intervening action or debate, third 
reading on the Senate bill, 'and the 
Senate then proceed to final passage of 
the House-numbered legislation, H.R. 
2212. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, there is 
no requirement that any of these Sen
ators take their full time, is there? 

Mr. MITCHELL. No, there is not, in 
this request. 

Mr. CHAFEE. If anybody feels they 
do not need their full time and wants 
to yield some back, I do not think 
there will be any objections from any
one on the floor. I just want to note 
that. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I appreciate that re
mark by the Senator, and I hope all of 
us concerned will take it to heart. 

The PRESIDING Officer. Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
would just like to make clear that 
what we are now proposing is that 
there be approximately 50 minutes or 
so more of debate, and then we intend 
to act on the House bill as amended by 
the Senate bill. 

I do not believe the yeas and nays 
have been requested. This may be the 
appropriate time to do that. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, if I 
may just ask a question, I apologize be
cause I did not hear what the majority 
leader said. Are you proposing to use 
the House vehicle on this? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. So that if there was 

a veto-was this part of the unanimous 
consent request? I did not hear what 
you said about third reading. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, it was. But if 
there is any objection or misunder
standing, I will vitiate the request, if it 
was not fully comprehendable. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I did not under
stand about the vehicle. I understood 
the time. Could we vitiate it for just a 
minute, unless you want to get the 
unanimous consent on the time right 
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away, so somebody does not come and 
open that up. 

Mr. MITCHELL. So that there can be 
no misunderstanding, Mr. President, I 
do not want any agreement to have 
been obtained if there was not a clear 
understanding. I therefore ask unani
mous consent that the previous con
sent be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. And the Senator 
from Pennsylvania be permitted to 
continue his remarks, during which 
time I suggest we get together and 
make clearer what we are proposing. 

I thank my colleague for his coopera
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I agree 
with the dire dangers portrayed by the 
distinguished Senator from Delaware 
in terms of the sales of missiles to 
Syria, Pakistan, Iran, and the pro
liferation of other weapons which may 
be done by the Government of China. 
But I disagree with his conclusion as to 
what is the best way to affect the con
duct of the Government of China. I do 
so based upon the hard evidence of the 
communique released from the meeting 
of the five superpowers, including 
China and the United States, and in ad
dition thereto, France, the United 
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union, from 
Paris on July 8 and 9, just a few days 
ago, where commitments have been ob
tained, at least on the basis of this 
communique, on the precise threats 
and dangers which have been elo
quently articulated by the distin
guished Senator from Delaware. 

I quote at this point from the com
munique. "They," referring to the five 
superpowers-

Stressed that the ultimate response to the 
threat of proliferation is verifiable arms con
trol and disarmament agreements among the 
parties concerned. They expressed strong 
support for full implementation of existing 
arms control regime. For their part, they 
will contribute to this objective by develop
ing and maintaining stringent national and, 
as far as possible, harmonized controls to en
sure that weapons of mass destruction, relat
ed equipment and materials are transferred 
for permitted purposes only and are not di
verted. 

Now, whether the Government of 
China lives up to that commitment re
mains to be seen. But at least at this 
point the Government of China has 
made this commitment. 

I compliment President Bush and the 
administration for what has been ob
tained and achieved at Paris. It is my 
conclusion-and this is not an easy 
issue as to how you motivate the Gov
ernment of China-that we have a bet
ter chance to motivate the Govern
ment of China by not attaching condi
tions to most-favored-nation status. 

I am not concerned with the national 
pride of China. That is not a matter of 

concern to this Senator. And I am not 
concerned with the feeling of the rep
resentatives of the Government of 
China except as they relate to what is 
the best way to get something done. 

The facts show that President Bush 
and his administration have had a very 
good record in influencing the conduct 
of the Government of China in very 
material respects. I would point to the 
President's success and the State De
partment's success in getting the Gov
ernment of China to avoid a veto on 
U.N. Resolution 678 last year, Novem
ber 29, authorizing the United Nations 
to use force in the Persian Gulf. 

There are many in this Chamber who 
still may disagree with the wisdom of 
U.N. Resolution 678 and with the wis
dom of the vote in the U.S. Senate, 52 
to 47, to authorize the use of force, but 
I believe those were sound decisions 
and I believe that history has shown 
that the forceful action taken by Presi
dent Bush and by the United States, 
sanctioned by this body and sanctioned 
by the House of Representatives, had a 
good result. 

When questions are raised about how 
you deal with Iraq, it is a fact that we 
have not dealt perfectly with Iraq. 
There are many problems remaining in 
Iraq today. But the judgment to move 
ahead on U.N. Resolution 678 and the 
act of Congress in authorizing the use 
of force was successful and was posi
tive, and it was not an easy task for 
President Bush to get acquiescence 
from China in the form of their ab
staining from a veto. 

Who would have suspected a few 
years ago that the Soviet Union would 
have permitted the United States to 
put 530,000 fighting men and women in 
the Persian Gulf and that the Soviet 
Union would have voted affirmatively 
for a resolution to that effect? Or who 
would have thought that it would have 
been possible to get the Government of 
China to abstain from vetoing U .N. 
Resolution 678? President Bush 
achieved that. 

The communique from Paris, joined 
in by China, says that weapons of mass 
destruction, related equipment, and 
materials will not be transferred for 
purposes other than peaceful pur
poses-the specific language is "for 
their part, they will contribute to this 
objective by developing and maintain
ing stringent national and, as far as 
possible, harmonized controls to ensure 
that weapons of mass destruction, re
lated equipment, and materials are 
transferred for permitted purposes only 
and are not diverted." 

The communique further states: 
"They"-again referring to the super
powers, including China-

Also strongly supported the objective of es
tablishing a weapons-of-mass-destruction
free zone in the Middle East. They expressed 
their view that critical steps toward this 
goal include full implementation of UNSR, 
United National Security Resolution 687, and 
adoption by countries in the region of a com-

prehensive program of arms control for the 
region, including a freeze and ultimate 
elimination of ground-to-ground missiles in 
the region. 

Now, on the face of this commitment, 
it would be my hope and really my ex
pectation that China will not be selling 
missiles to Syria, Pakistan, or Iran. It 
may be that you could make a tight, 
legalistic interpretation, and say that 
that deal has already been made. But I 
do not think that would be a fair read
ing of this undertaking. If there is to 
be a freeze and ultimate elimination of 
ground-to-ground missiles in the re
gion, then, that being an objective that 
China wants to obtain, they are saying 
that they are not going to be selling 
missiles in the region. 

If there is to be a freeze, there would 
be no more than there are at the 
present time, and that should reason
ably exclude a contract. If there is to 
be an ultimate elimination of ground
to-ground missiles in the region, that 
carries with it the thought that they 
are not going to sell them because it 
does not make any sense to sell them 
and put them in the hands of Syria and 
Iran and Pakistan-at least Syria and 
Iran, being in the Middle East-if you 
articulate a desire to have an elimi
nation of ground-to-ground missiles in 
that area. 

The communique also has another 
important feature, Mr. President, that 
I think is relevant to quote at this 
time. It is the statement that "they"
referring again to China and the oth
ers-"would not transfer conventional 
weapons in circumstances which would 
undermine stability." They also noted 
the threats to peace and stability posed 
by the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons, chemical and biological weapons, 
missiles. 

So, there appears to be some consid
erable advance made in attracting Chi
na's attention and in getting these 
commitments. And that has been an 
achievement of the administration, the 
President, and the Secretary of State, 
which ought to be built upon. 

In this context, it is my conclusion 
that there is a better chance to get 
China to cooperate with the objectives 
of the United States on these impor
tant means if we follow the request of 
the President and the administration, 
which have dealt very closely with 
China. 

The President was the liaison to 
China years ago, the equivalent now of 
the United States Ambassador to 
China. It has not been an easy relation
ship, and we have not achieved the 
goals which we have sought on many 
important items. 

We have not yet achieved the goals 
we have sought in trade. We have an 
enormous trade deficit, $10.4 billion. 
We do not have China recognizing Unit
ed States intellectual property rights. 
We have violations of customs laws 
which work to the detriment of our 
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textile industry. But the United States 
has to make a determination about 
what is the best way to get compliance 
with these important U.S. objectives. 

There are many tremendous concerns 
on the human rights issues. There are 
the concerns on the forced labor ex
ports; there are the concerns about re
strictions on religious activity and de
tention, and about the "reeducation" 
of religious leaders. Free speech and 
political debate have been curtailed 
and controls on political expression 
exist. 

I do not intend now to list all the 
problems which exist on trade and 
human rights. 

But the basic decision has to be 
made, it seems to me, as to what is the 
preferable course to get China to listen 
to United States objectives and to have 
improved conduct by the Government 
of China on trade matters, on human 
rights, and on the arms sales. 

The exerpts which I have quoted are 
contained in a document which is enti
tled, "Meeting of the Five"-referring 
to the United States, U.S.S.R., Great 
Britain, France, and China-"Meeting 
of the Five on Arms Transfers and Non
proliferation, Paris, July 8 and 9," 
which has been provided to me by 
Under Secretary for International Se
curity Affairs, Reg Bartholomew. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text appear at the conclusion of 
my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in es

sence I believe this document shows 
very considerable progress. We have to 
hold China to it. We have to hold them 
to their commitments not to sell mis
siles into the Mideast, their commit
ments not to have a proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, and their commit
ments not to sell conventional arms 
which will be destabilizing. 

If we find that these agreements are 
breached, there will be ample time for 
us to take corrective action. We can 
take action after the fact. We can re
voke most-favored-nation. We do not 
have to have it written into the law at 
the present time for us to take this ac
tion at a later date. But on the calcula
tion that the best way to deal effec
tively with the Government of China is 
to follow the recommendations of the 
President and his advisers who have 
dealt in detail with China and dealt 
successfully on United Nations Resolu
tion 678, it is my view the current bill 
ought to be defeated and most-favored
nation status ought to be adopted 
without these conditions, as the Presi
dent requested. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

MEETING OF THE FIVE ON ARMS TRANSFERS 
AND NON-PROLIFERATION 

(Paris, 8th and 9th of July 1991) 
1. Representatives of the United States of 

America, the People's Republic of China, 

France, the United Kingdom, and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, met in Paris 
on the 8th and 9th of July to review issues 
related to conventional arms transfers and 
to the non-proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction. 

They noted with concern the dangers asso
ciated with the excessive buildup of military 
capabilities, and confirmed they would not 
transfer conventional weapons in cir
cumstances which would undermine stabil
ity. They also noted the threats to peace and 
stability posed by the proliferation of nu
clear weapons, chemical and biological weap
ons, and missiles, and undertook to seek ef
fective measures of non-proliferation and 
arms control in a fair, reasonable, com
prehensive and balanced manner on a global 
as well as on a regional basis. 

2. They had a thorough and positive ex
change of views on the basis of the arms con
trol initiatives presented in particular by 
President Bush, President Mitterrand, Prime 
Minister Major and on other initiatives 
which address these problems globally and as 
a matter of urgency in the Middle East. They 
also agreed to support continued work in the 
United Nations on an arms transfers register 
to be established under the aegis of the UN 
Secretary General, on a non-discriminatory 
basis, as a step toward increased trans
parency on arms transfers and in general in 
military matters. 

They stressed that the ultimate response 
to the threat of proliferation is verifiable 
arms control and disarmament agreements 
amongst the parties concerned. They ex
pressed strong support for full implementa
tion of existing arms control regimes. For 
their part, they will contribute to this objec
tive by developing and maintaining stringent 
national and, as far as possible, harmonized 
controls to ensure that weapons of mass-de
struction related equipments and materials 
are transferred for permitted purpose only 
and are not diverted. 

They also strongly supported the objective 
of establishing a weapons of mass destruc
tion-free zone in the Middle East. They ex
pressed their view that critical steps toward 
this goal include full implementation of 
UNSC resolution 687 and adoption by coun
tries in the region of a comprehensive pro
gram of arms control for the region, includ
ing: 

A freeze and ultimate elimination of 
ground to ground missiles in the region; 

Submission by all nations in the region of 
all of their nuclear activities to IAEA safe
guards; 

A ban on the importation and production 
of nuclear weapons usable materials; 

Agreement by all states in the region to 
undertake to becoming parties to the CW 
Convention as soon as it is concluded in 1992. 

3. They acknowledged that Article 51 of the 
UN Charter guarantees every state the right 
of self-defence. That right implies that 
states have also the right to acquire means 
with which to defend themselves. In this re
spect, the transfer of conventional weapons, 
conducted in a responsible manner, should 
contribute to the ability of states to meet 
their legitimate defence, security and na
tional sovereignty requirements and to par
ticipate effectively in collective measures 
requested by the United Nations for the pur
pose of maintaining or restoring inter
national peace and security. 

They recognized that indiscriminate trans
fers of military weapons and technology con
tribute to regional instability. They are 
fully conscious of the special responsibilities 
that are incumbent upon them to ensure 

that such risks be avoided, and of the special 
role they have to play in promoting greater 
responsibility, confidence and transparency 
in this field. They also recognize that a long 
term solution to this problem should be 
found in close consultation with recipient 
countries. 

4. They expressed the intention that: 
When considering under their national con

trol procedures conventional weapons trans
fers, they will observe rules of restraint. 
They will develop agreed guidelines on this 
basis; 

Taking into account the special situation 
of the Middle East as a primary area of ten
sion, they will develop modalities of con
sultation and of information exchanges con
cerning arms transfers to this region as a 
matter of priority; 

A group of experts will meet in September 
with a view to reaching agreement on this 
approach; 

Another plenary meeting will be held in 
October in London; 

Further meetings will be held periodically 
to review these issues. 

5. They expressed the conviction that this 
process of continuing cooperation will con
tribute to a worldwide climate of vigilance 
in this field which other countries will share. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the majority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator BENT
SEN be recognized to offer an amend
ment, which I understand has been 
agreed upon, and that, following the 
disposition of that amendment, the re
maining time for debate on this meas
ure be divided as follows, in the order 
and in the amounts of time specified: 
Senator BAucus for 10 minutes; Sen
ator CHAFEE for 3 minutes; Senator 
PACKWOOD for 10 minutes; Senator 
BENTSEN for 10 minutes; Senator DOLE 
for 5 minutes; and the majority leader 
for 10 minutes; and that upon the use 
or yielding back of such time, that the 
Senate proceed without any interven
ing action or debate to third reading of 
s. 1367. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, in con
formance with the unanimous-consent 
request I have an amendment to offer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 807 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN], for 
Mr. BIDEN, proposes an amendment num
bered 807, page 7, line 20, delete section 4 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 4. TERMINATION OF MOST-FAVORED-NA

TION STATUS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than July 3, 

1992, products of the People's Republic of 
China may not be provided nondiscrim
inatory (most-favored-nation) trade treat
ment if the President determines, at any 
point subsequent to the enactment of this 
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Act, that the People's Republic of China has 
transferred to Syria or Iran-

(1) ballistic missiles or missile launchers 
for the weapon systems known as the M-9 or 
the M-11; or 

(2) material, equipment, or technology 
which would contribute significantly to the 
manufacture of a nuclear explosive device. 

(b) NOTIFICATION.-The President shall 
promptly inform Congress in writing of any 
determination described in subsection (a). 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the 
manager for the majority has shown 
this piece of legislation to the distin
guished Senator from Oregon. I appre
ciate his comments on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Or
egon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. This is a modifica
tion offered by Senator BIDEN to a pro
vision that was already in the bill. It 
was a provision I did not like, and I 
must say this particular amendment 
softens that provision so I prefer it to 
what we had, and I support the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? The Chair recognizes 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. May I ask briefly, does 
this still make the approval contingent 
upon the absence of the sales of the M-
11? . 

Mr. BENTSEN. It defers the denial of 
the MFN for a year instead of making 
it immediate if the conditions dis
cussed occur. It adds language that 
MFN would be revoked after July 3, 
1992, if material that would contribute 
significantly to the manufacture of a 
nuclear explosive device were trans
ferred to Syria or Iran. Those are the 
basic things it does. 

As the distinguished Senator says, 
"It in effect softens that particular 
provision." 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? 
If not, the question is on agreeing to 

the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware. 

The amendment (No. 807) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
GLENN). Under the previous order the 
Senator from Montana is recognized 
for up to 10 minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I think 
this has been a very useful and con
structive debate we have participated 
in, in the last couple of days; in some 
respect the last several weeks. I par
ticularly commend the majority lead
er, Senator MITCHELL, for initiating 
this process; for bringing forth to us a 
conditionality resolution. He worked 
very assiduously with a good number of 
the Members of the Senate-I am 

thinking of Senator BIDEN from Dela
ware, Senator RIEGLE from Michigan, 
Senator PELL from Rhode Island-who 
were involved on the Democratic side. 
There were many others. 

Mr. President, back in the 1930's the 
great American humorist Will Rogers, 
after returning from a trip through 
Asia, wrote: 

You know, the Chinese are the most pa
tient people in the world; they have waited 
4,000 years for something good to happen to 
'em, and as it hasn't; they are all set for an
other 4,000. 

Well, after seeing the uprising 2 years 
ago at Tiananmen Square, and after 
talking with leaders within the Chinese 
reform movement, I am convinced that 
the people of that nation are not going 
to wait another 4,000 years for some
thing good to happen to them. 

The people of China want change 
today, not tomorrow. They want the 
bright hope of democracy, not the dark 
tyranny of communism. They want 
freedom, not oppression. 

The question before the Senate is do 
we want to stand with those fighting 
for freedom, or do we stand back and 
do nothing. 

If we want reform in China-and I am 
convinced that every Member of this 
body does-then conditioning most-fa
vored-nation status to China, which is 
tantamount to cutting off trade with 
China, is the wrong answer. 

THE ABUSES OF CHINA 
During the past 2 days of debate we 

have heard many examples about the 
abuses that the Chinese Government 
has made-from violating human 
rights, to giving weapons to our adver
saries, to setting up unfair trade prac
tices. 

What China is doing is simply wrong, 
and this government must do every
thing in its power to put an end to 
their abuses. 

But if we think that ending MFN to 
China will change China, then we are 
fooling ourselves. H.L. Mencken said 
that "complex situations bring about 
simple solutions, and they are usually 
wrong." The complex situation in 
China will not be solved by simply re
voking MFN. 

By denying MFN for China we would 
be cutting off the vein of democracy 
that runs from this Nation to China. 
We would inhibit not only the free flow 
of products between our two nations 
but also the free flow of people and 
ideas. 

In this morning's New York Times, 
an excellent column appeared by Li 
Xianglu, the former assistant to the 
ousted Communist Party chief and now 
a leading reformer. Li Xianglu wrote: 

"Only economic prosperity and poli t
ical openness can make democracy 
achievable. The extension of most-fa
vored-nation status without conditions 
will help promote these _fundamental 
changes.'' 

I ask unanimous consent that this ar
ticle be placed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BAUCUS. The power is in our 

hands to help China achieve meaning
ful changes and real reform. The power 
is in our hands to help the Chinese peo
ple see change now, not in 4,000 years. 

AMERICAN JOBS 
Cutting off MFN for China would not 

only be a misdirected shot at the Chi
nese Government, it would be a fatal 
blow to thousands of working Ameri
cans. 

We have talked about United States 
exports of $5 billion to China each year. 
Five billion dollars. I have been in the 
Senate for over 12 years, and that is 
still a figure that boggles the mind. 

But what helps make it more clear in 
my mind is realizing that we are talk
ing about not just $5 billion in trade, 
we are talking about 100,000 American 
jobs; 100,000 Americans would be put 
out of work if trade is cut off with 
China. 

And we are not talking about 
wealthy jobs-lawyers and bankers and 
corporate executives would not . lose 
their jobs if MFN with China is cut off. 
We are talking about the backbone of 
America. We are talking about farmers 
across the Farm Belt; we are talking 
about machinists at Boeing in Seattle 
or McDonnell Douglas in St. Louis; we 
are talking about America's miners; we 
are talking about timber workers in 
the Northwest. 

The supporters of the resolution be
lieve that cutting off MFN is sending a 
message to China. To those 100,000 
American workers, cutting off MFN 
means that they no longer have a 
check to pay the rent, or their child's 
day care, or their doctor bills, or for 
their family's groceries. 

I come from a State where the larg
est city barely approaches 100,000 peo
ple. I am not about to go back to Bil
lings, MT, next weekend and tell the 
people there that I voted to eliminate 
more jobs than there are people in that 
city just to send an ineffective message 
to the Government of China. 

PRESIDENT BUSH'S LETTER 
This is an issue where we all share 

common goals-to bring about reform 
in China while maintaining trade with 
the world's largest nation. It is a situa
tion where we can all achieve our com
mon goals. 

That is why I and several of my col
leagues have put pressure on the ad
ministration to take action at stopping 
abuses by China. 

Late last week, President Bush wrote 
me a lengthy letter. It was not-as 
some have said-filled with "mostly 
rhetoric." It was, for the first time in 
this administration, a comprehensive 
review of our policy toward China and 
a plan for future relations. 

This letter addressed the concerns 
that many of my colleagues have 
raised, and spoke to the conditions 
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that some want to chain to the con
tinuation of MFN. 

The President promised-I repeat, 
promised-to take the following steps: 

First, reinvigorate its opposition to 
multilateral loans to China until its 
human rights abuses come to an end. 
At the recent G-7 summit, the Presi
dent personally made this plea to lead
ers of the other nations. 

Second, the administration is com
mitted to using section 301 of our trade 
laws to open the Chinese market. My 
colleagues on this side of the aisle 
should remember that section 301 is a 
tough, effective, market-opening provi
sion. Just ask countries who have felt 
the brunt of section 301. 

Third, President Bush has pledged to 
crack down on imports of goods pro
duced by slave labor. Many of those 
slaves are political prisoners, and this 
is a significant step at addressing our 
concerns about human rights. 

Fourth, the administration will take 
a vigorous position in forcing China to 
halt the spreading of nuclear materials 
and missiles, and keep negotiations un
derway to convince China to abide by 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty 
and the Missile Technology Control Re
gime. 

Finally, the President will support 
Taiwan's application to join GATT, an 
important change in United States pol
icy. 

I view the President's letter as a 
major victory for those of us who are 
serious in our desire to maintain trade 
with China, protect American jobs, and 
encourage change and reform in China. 

Now am I going to sit back and as
sume that with this one letter our 
problems are solved? No. I am going to 
be looking over the President's shoul
der every step of the way to see to it 
that he abides by the promises he has 
made. Not only his market-opening 
promise, but those he has made on 
human rights, and weapons sales. 

In the meantime, I believe that 
President Bush has made a serious and 
sincere effort to address our concerns. 
It is now up to those of us here to work 
together and reach our common goals. 

CONCLUSION 

If we want to send a message to 
China, then the best message we can 
send is to let the reformers know that 
we stand with them in their struggle 
for democracy, not to cut ourselves off 
from that nation. 

If we want to make sure the Com
munist Chinese Government stops its 
abuses, then we must make sure Presi
dent Bush stands by his promises to en
force existing laws. 

If we want to protect thousands of 
American jobs, then we must continue 
to build a strong trade relationship 
with China. 

Let us remember this: most-favored
nation status is not an endorsement of 
China's human rights abuses or support 
for their unfair trade practices. MFN is 

the minimum status that we give to 
nations with which we conduct trade. 
Currently, more than 160 nations 
around the globe have MFN status: na
tions such as Syria, Iran, Libya, South 
Africa, and even Iraq. Yes, Iraq, a na
tion that just a few months ago was 
killing our sons and daughters is 
viewed as a most favored nation. 

Revoking MFN might make some of 
my colleagues feel good in the short 
run, but in the long run it will cost 
hope to the Chinese reformers and cost 
jobs for American workers. Do we want 
to simply make a statement or do we 
want to be effective? 

We must encourage contact with 
China, not cut it off. We must foster 
trade with China, not cut American 
jobs. We must encourage reform in 
China, not allow oppression. We must 
move forward in our relations with 
China, not backward. 

I encourage my colleagues to join me 
in opposition to imposing conditions on 
most-favored-nation status for China. 

Mr. President, I just want to again 
thank all the Members who partici
pated. I think each Senator has been 
very constructive in adding to this de
bate. I think when this is all said and 
done, we are going to have a good, 
strong China policy, and we are going 
to be a lot more effective in pushing 
China in the direction we want than we 
would have before. I congratulate all 
Senators who helped make that hap
pen. 

EXHIBIT 1 

[From the New York Times, July 23, 1991) 
RENEW CHINA' S TRADE STATUS 

(By Li Xianglu and Lu Mai) 
Since the violent suppression of the stu

dent movement in Tiananmen Square in 
June 1989, condemnation of the Government 
has been near universal. But revoking its 
most-favored-nation status with the U.S., or 
attaching conditions, is the least effective 
means of improving China's human rights 
picture. This move, which Congress may vote 
on today, would punish the wrong people by 
damaging economic reform that is helping 
bring about a free market. 

Chen Ziming, a prominent dissident, 
agrees. Though sentenced to 13 years for his 
role in the 1989 demonstrations, he suspended 
a hunger strike lest U.S. critics of China use 
his protest as a reason to revoke most-fa
vored-nation status. Such revocation is the 
last thing reformers in Beijing want. 

The economic innovations of the late 70's 
have produced a private sector and market
oriented collectives, which have liberated 
hundreds of millions of peasants from deep 
poverty and state control. The introduction 
of new ideas from the outside world and 
growing freedom in the newly pluralistic 
economy have generated pressures for social 
and political change. 

Foreign trade and investment are the driv
ing forces behind the growth of the private 
sector. The State Statistical Bureau says 
that in 1990, while the output of state enter
prises grew at an annual rate of about 4 per
cent, the private sector's output grew at a 
rate of more than 20 percent and that of en
terprises involving foreign investment 
leaped more than 30 percent. 

Some point to the release of the dissident 
Fang Lizhi and a select few prisoners as evi
dence that the Chinese Government can be 
bullied by the threat of losing its trade bene
fits. But these meager results are mostly the 
outcome of quiet American-Chinese negotia
tions. There is ample evidence that Beijing is 
prepared to endure substantial costs rather 
than succumb to international pressure. 

Public posturing over China's most-fa
vored-nation status and proposed conditions 
to renewing it challenge the leadership's le
gitimacy. Such demands hand conservatives 
an excuse to play on xenophobia, which is 
never far from the surface; the destructive
ness of xenophobia in modern China is still a 
vivid memory. 

Real human rights improvements will 
come only from systemic change. Foreign 
trade and investment and the demands they 
put on the centralized command economy 
promote such change and support those peo
ple who are pressing for structural reform. 

Critics of the Chinese leadership erro
neously suppose that canceling most-fa
vored-nation status would create economic 
difficulties that would eventually lead to a 
popular uprising and the fall of the Govern
ment. Since 1949, however, the Government 
has weathered repeated economic crises by 
appealing to nationalism and renewing 
central planning. Those harmed by the rev
ocation of its special trade status will not 
turn their frustration and anger against the 
Government; instead, reduced economic op
portunities outside the state system will 
force them to return to dependency on the 
Government. 

Withdrawing that status would provide the 
hard-liners with an excuse to recentralize 
control and curtail the influence of foreign 
economies. The hard-liners surely prefer 
things that way, for economic prosperity, 
rapid growth of the private sector and inte
gration into the world economy are beyond 
the old system's control. 

A gradual and peaceful transition to de
mocracy is in the interests of the 1.2 billion 
Chinese, the U.S. and the rest of the world. 
Only economic prosperity and political open
ness can make democracy achievable. The 
extension of most-favored-nation status 
without conditions will help promote these 
fundamental changes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 10 minutes has expired. Under 
the previous agreement, the Senator 
from Rhode Island is recognized for up 
to 3 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, sometimes on this 

floor people do listen to what others 
say, which is perhaps an astonishing 
fact, but it is true. 

Last night I stated that the Mitchell 
bill confronted the President with 
practically an impossible task: The 
President had to certify to Congress 
that something had not taken place. 
He had to certify in writing that the 
People's Republic of China had not 
transferred ballistic missiles on 
launchers to Syria or Iran and had not 
transferred ballistic missiles to Paki
stan. 

I pointed out on the floor that this 
was an impossible task for the Presi
dent. How can the President swear to 
Congress that something has not taken 
place? His intelligence community 
sometimes can tell him that something 
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has taken place, but he cannot swear 
to Congress, certify that no transfers 
have taken place. It is an impossibil
ity. 

The Senator from Delaware, it 
seemed to me, pooh-poohed that state
ment, but I am delighted to find in the 
amendment just presented by the dis
tinguished Senator from Texas that 
this language has been changed. Sec
tion 4 has been deleted from the legis
lation, and in its place is a new provi
sion requiring the President to prompt
ly inform Congress if he determines 
something has occurred. 

I appreciate the amendment that has 
been presented. I note that it is by Sen
ator BENTSEN for Senator BIDEN. So I 
presume Senator BIDEN took part in it. 
I want to thank him for that, because 
it seems to me it makes a lot more 
sense to give the President a task 
whereby he informs Congress if some
thing has taken place and removes this 
impossible burden that was previously 
on him to certify that something has 
not taken place. 

I would also note that there is an
other change in the amendment which 
is a good one. It now refers to any 
transfers subsequent to the enactment 
of the bill whereas previously the bill 
read that if any transfers had ever 
taken place then most-favored-nation 
status is revoked. The Ambassador to 
the United States from China has al
ready certified that such transfers have 
occurred. 

But finally, Mr. Presdient, I wish to 
say what this bill is all about. It is 
about whether we want to feel good; 
whether we want to tell those Chinese, 
"You do what we want or you lose 
most-favored-nation status. It is about 
whether we are going to be tough with 
them. 

Frankly, that is not going to get us 
anywhere. It may make us feel good, 
let us pat ourselves on the back, but 
China is not going to change one whit. 
That country, as everyone knows, has 
had a long history of isolationism. 
They have a group of old men running 
that country who would be perfectly 
delighted to retreat to that isolation
ism once again. 

I think the approach the President 
outlined is a proper approach. I hope 
we will join in rejecting the bill by the 
distinguished majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Under the previous agreement, the 
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 
up to 10 minutes. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Will the Chair warn 
me at 9 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, the 
Senator will be warned. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank the Chair. 
Once again, let us put in perspective 

what we mean by most favored nation, 
because we do speak in acronyms. Most 
favored nation means we will give 
trade status equal to the best we give 

to anybody else. Example: We have a 
tariff of 21h percent on imported auto
mobiles that come from Germany, 
come from England, from Japan, and 
from Mexico-a 21/2-percent tariff. If we 
were to cut the tariff on cars from 
Mexico to 2 percent, we would auto
matically have to do it for cars from 
all of the other nations we have given 
most-favored-nation status to, 2 per
cent for all of them-160 nations, give 
or take 1 or 2, have most-favored-na
tion status. We give it to everybody in 
the world except Communist countries. 

In 1951, we passed a law that said we 
will not give it to Communist coun
tries. Then in 1974 we amended that to 
say we will even give it to Communist 
countries if they will allow their citi
zens to freely emigrate. If citizens of a 
Communist country can get out, that 
country can have most-favored-nation 
status. Picture the situation. All coun
tries get it except for Communist coun
tries, which get it if they will allow 
emigration unless for some reason we 
choose to take it away from them any
way, which we have never done. That is 
roughly what the situation is. 

Now we come to China. Does China 
have bad trade policies? This is one of 
the arguments that has been men
tioned by many people in this debate. 
You bet they do. Do they sell arms to 
Third World countries? You bet they 
do. As does France, by the way. France 
was a country that sold Iraq the mate
rial to build its reactor to build an 
atomic bomb that the Israelis bombed 
in 1981. France knew what they were 
doing. They knew this was an atomic 
bomb plant. They had several hundred 
technicians building it and 9 or 10 were 
killed in it. The French got caught 
with their hand in the cookie jar and 
they never said a word. 

We cannot depend on Israel to police 
the world forever for us, unfortunately. 
They do a good job. France sold Mi
rages to Iraq. They sell Mirages to 
other countries-a very good fighter 
plane. China sells military equipment. 
The Soviet Union sells equipment. We 
sell them. 

It is interesting, though, that we 
granted most-favored-nation status to 
China in 1980 knowing they had a bad 
trade policy, knowing they sold arms 
in 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, and 
1987, right on up while they had all 
these policies we did not like. 

And then in 1989 Tiananmen Square 
happened, we saw it on television, and 
that is the reason we are having this 
debate about China today. Not because 
of their trade policy, not because of 
their arms sales, not because of a vari
ety of other things that have been list
ed, but because of their human rights 
policy. And had Tiananmen Square not 
happened, or had we not known of it 
even if it happened, or maybe even if 
we had not seen it on television, we 
would not be having this debate about 
China today because-let us strip away 

all the veneer-this is a debate over the 
issue of human rights. 

That may be a fair basis for the Unit
ed States to add to its policy of deny
ing most-favored-nation status to 
countries. But in that case it should 
not be limited to China. Among the 
countries that have most-favored-na
tion status today are Libya, Iran, Iraq, 
Syria, all bastions of democracy and 
protectors of civil liberties. Nonsense. 
Not one of them has the foggiest idea 
of civil liberties. Syria is up to its neck 
in complicity with the blowing up of 
the Pan Am plane over Lockerbie, 
Scotland. Syria, for years a haven for 
terrorist training camps; Syria, one of 
the principal provocateurs of the Mid
dle East, has most-favored-nation sta
tus, and to this day Iraq has it. 

One of the privileges of being in the 
Senate is the opportunity to meet 
some really extraordinary people. In 
the mid-1970's, I met Mustafa Barzani, 
who was the then-leader of the Kurds. 
He was in the United States in the mid-
1970's for some reason. I had an oppor
tunity with no more than 9 or 10 people 
to have dinner with him, a tall man, a 
proud man, fierce eyes, leading the 
fight for Kurdish independence from 
Iran, from Iraq, from Turkey, and ask
ing for our help. We had been helping 
the Kurds except we then double
crossed him, made a deal with the Shah 
of Iran and pulled the rug out from 
under him. Mr. Barzoni, the poor man, 
died in the United States of cancer in 
1979, but I think he really died of a bro
ken heart because of the betrayal. 

He has five sons, or I should say he 
had five sons. Massoud Barzani, who is 
the leader of the Kurds now; and Idris, 
his brother, another of the leaders of 
the Kurds; Ubaidullah Barzani died in 
1981, executed by Iraq; Sabir Barzani 
died in 1983, executed by Iraq; Lukman 
Barzani, died in 1983, executed by Iraq. 
According to rumor-we cannot verify 
this because it did not appear on tele
vision-one of those three brothers died 
after having his toes, fingers, ears, lips, 
and nose cut off. He was buried alive. 
But we did not see it. So Iraq still gets 
most-favored-nation status. Had we at 
all seen the executions of any of those 
three brothers or the barbarities prac
ticed upon ·them, do you think we 
would be here today allowing Iraq to 
continue its most-favored-nation sta
tus? No question about it. But we let 
them keep it. 

So I would like to quote what the 
leader, the majority leader said in his 
closing comments, and they are good 
comments: 

Should we aim for a relationship in which 
both parties recognize that there are obliga
tions that go along with the benefits of the 
relationship? All the governments in the 
world today recognize that they have inter
national responsibilities as well as privi
leges. It is fair-

! want to emphasize again-
It is fair to apply to the Government of 
China the same standards we apply to all the 
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nations. Ultimately that is what this bill 
seeks to do. It is fair to apply to the Govern
ment of China the same standards we apply 
to all nations. 

We are not doing that. We are saying 
to China while we were upset about 
your trade practices in 1981, and your 
arms sales in 1982, and your arming of 
the Khmer Rouge , we were not upset 
enough to take away your most-fa
vored-nation status. But because of 
Tiananmen Square, because of your 
violation of human liberties, human 
rights, we are offended, and the major
ity leader says we should apply the 
same standard to China that we apply 
to others, the same standard that we 
apply to Syria, Libya, Iraq, Iran, in 
granting them most-favored-nation 
status. 

No, Mr. President, I find the bill in
troduced by the majority leader and 
others inconsistent, and it will not 
work. Senator BAucus was right. Sen
ator CHAFEE was right. If we pass this 
bill , and if we eventually take away 
most-favored-nation status from China, 
they will not change their positions. 
They may if we bring other pressures 
on them, but not this. 

But, in the meantime, if we want to 
have a new policy, let us debate that 
fairly , openly, and have it be a consist
ent one. That policy perhaps will then 
be this: Any nation that does not 
roughly have our Bill of Rights , our 
freedom of speech, of the press, our 
provisions against government search 
and seizure, our provisions against self
incrimination, any nation that does 
not have the rough equivalent of these, 
we will deny to that nation most-fa
vored-nation status. 

Of the 160 nations in the world, I 
think we would be left with about 15 or 
20 that would meet that standard. 
Maybe that is what we want. That is a 
subject for debate. This bill does not 
apply to China the same standard we 
apply to almost ever other government 
in the world. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous agreement, the Senator 
from Texas is recognized for up to 10 
minutes. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, it has 
been a good debate. The issue is really 
how far can you push, yet still get a 
positive reaction, still get some 
changes in the attitude and the con
duct of China? 

Let us look at this trade situation 
that we are talking about, the one that 
has been described as being so valuable 
to us to see what is really happening 
on trade. 

In the last year, we have seen China's 
trade with this country increase by 
some 27 percent and we have seen our 
exports to them go down by some 17 
percent. We have not had that kind of 
decrease in our exports in the last year 
with regard to any other major coun
try or any other major market. 

What you are seeing is a further cen
tralizing of control of trade by the Chi
nese Government. We have a quota 
agreement on textiles with China. 
They have the largest quota allocation 
that the United States gives to any 
other nation insofar as exports to the 
United States of textiles. 

I will read what we saw in the Wash
ington Post this morning. It relates to 
China's evasion of the textile quota 
rules: 

The deception was part of a concerted cam
paign by China to ship an estimated $2 bil
lion in low-cost garments into the United 
States last year in violation of long-standing 
international quotas limiting textile imports 
into industrialized countries from the Third 
World. 

That is from the administration. 
Over $2 billion worth of violations 

there alone. 
When you are bargaining and nego

tiating with another country, the ques
tion is, What kind of trading relation
ship are we enjoying? Let us look at 
that. Our exports to China are decreas
ing because they enforce a controlled 
market. Their exports to the United 
States increased by 30 percent a year 
through the eighties 10 times as fast as 
China's purchases from the United 
States. Are we important to them? You 
bet we are. 

The surplus they have in trade with 
the United States is more than their 
deficit throughout the rest of the 
world. We are by far their No. 1 cus
tomer. They say that China would not 
respond favorably to this legislation. 
But let us look at the world today, and 
the record around the world. 

The law that brings us here, the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment, contrib
uted to a sea change in Russia and 
Eastern Europe. We denied those coun
tries the political legitimacy and the 
economic benefits that come from 
most-favored-nation status because of 
their restricted emigration practices, 
and today there are people in those 
countries who enjoy the exact same 
democratic freedoms for which the Chi
nese students were protesting in 
Tiananmen Square. We have seen a 
tenfold increase in Jewish emigration 
from the Soviet Union, from 16,000 in 
1988 to 200,000 in 1990. You bet the con
ditions worked. And the Russians said 
they never would accede to that, but 
they did. 

I heard the comments made time and 
time again that we give MFN to Iraq, 
that we give it to Libya, that we give 
it to Iran, that we give it to South Af
rica. The fact is they would have been 
delighted to settle for the revocation of 
MFN instead of what we did to them. 
We put on embargoes. We put on sanc
tions much worse than just the revoca
tion of MFN. 

How did South Africa react? We have 
seen a reversal of the policies so abhor
rent to American beliefs. The direction 
is clear. We have seen what effect this 

debate has had on China as well. Last 
year, the Chinese scientist Fang Lizhi 
was allowed to leave the American Em
bassy where he had taken refuge for 1 
year. The Chinese Government said it 
would never do that. But the pressure 
from the Congress, the fear of losing 
MFN, caused some changes in that 
type of thinking. 

Nearly 900 Chinese were released in 
1989 after being detained because of 
their participation in that prodemoc
racy movement. There are many more, 
however, that must be released. We 
know that. These have been modest 
measures so far but they show that the 
Chinese leadership will respond if they 
think MFN is at risk. 

It has been reported that a working 
group on MFN was formed by Deng 
Xiaoping. The group estimated that al
most 10 million Chinese jobs would be 
lost if MFN was revoked with the Unit
ed States, that it would cost China $10 
billion a year in foreign exchange, and 
that foreign exchange is precious to 
them. 

I heard a comment ealier that the 
CIA said that revoking MFN would not 
have a major effect on China's GNP. 
But it takes only a very small percent
age effect on GNP to have a large reac
tion. The fact that such a working 
party was formed demonstrates China's 
sensitivity to this issue, and that its 
leadership understands what it would 
mean to lose MFN to their country. 

There is one thing we do know: This 
administration's policy of accommoda
tion is just not working. It is a tough 
crowd that headed that long march to 
the north. But that crowd is also made 
up of realists who will react. We all 
know there is a new breed of Chinese 
leadership on the way, clearly eco
nomic reformers. They have seen the 
impressive growth of South Korea and 
Taiwan, and they want to emulate it. 
We have to make sure that they are po
litical reformers as well. 

We are China's largest export mar
ket. Thus, we hold significant leverage 
over the Chinese. We ought to use that 
leverage in pursuit of our principles. 

Beijing does care about its standing 
in the world and it will respond. But it 
will not respond if it thinks this debate 
is just one of bluster and idle threats. 
Some say MFN has no leverage. Well, 
it is not leverage if you do not use it. 
You use it or you lose the leverage. 
They will only believe it is leverage if 
we use it as such. This bill makes that 
leverage credible. I believe we will see 
results in China if we enact it. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous agreement, the minority 
leader is recognized for up to 5 min
utes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in
dicate to my colleagues on both sides I 
think the vote will come a little before 
7:45. So they will have that notice. 
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Mr. President, I think pretty much 

everything has been said in this debate. 
It has been a good debate. I might sug
gest that some of us on both sides of 
the issue go to China, sit down with the 
Chinese leaders, express our concerns, 
and we might be surprised of the im
pact it would have in that country and 
upon the leadership. 

I think in the final analysis, this leg
islation will not be enacted this year. I 
think also the debate has made it clear 
that it should not be enacted this year. 
We do have legitimate concerns in 
China. We must pursue those concerns, 
and we are doing that, and I believe we 
are going to be doing it in a much more 
effective way because of the initiative 
undertaken by the distinguished Sen
ator from Montana, myself, and 13 
other Senators from both sides of the 
aisle. 

We concluded that MFN is not the 
tool to advance our goals, but we con
cluded, too, that we do have tools for 
that purpose, and we ought to be using 
those tools much more aggressively. 
The President made clear in his re
sponse to our letter that he agrees, and 
he will pursue a more aggressive 
course, as he outlined in his letter. 

So it boils down to this: The way to 
feel good in the short run is to vote for 
the pending legislation; the way to get 
something done in the long run is to 
get behind the Baucus-Dole initiative, 
to get behind the President's action 
plan, to get behind a really effective 
approach toward advancing our very 
real interests in China. 

Mr. President, this legislation is re
writing the rules of the game. It says, 
in effect, let us have different rules for 
China than we do for the other coun
tries of the Earth; let us punish China, 
but not speak a peep about the other 
human rights violators, or trade abus
ers, or weapons merchants around the 
world. 

It is rewriting the rules in a second 
way. It says: Let us pile all of our con
cerns, all of our grievances, all of our 
goals on the back of MFN, and let it 
carry the full load. 

Mr. President, I think it is time to 
vote, time to vote for a sensible and ef
fective policy, a fair policy, a policy 
that will advance America's interest in 
China, and help the American people 
here at home. 

In my view, the way to vote is to 
vote against the pending legislation. 
Let us pursue the outline in the Presi
dent's letter, and let those of us who 
have legitimate differences and dif
ferent opinions-same goal: We are 
concerned about human rights abuses, 
and we are concerned about the other 
things mentioned by my colleagues
pursue those together. 

I believe that, in the long run, the 
best course is to follow the President's 
direction, make certain the President 
sticks to that course, and make certain 
the President becomes more aggressive 

in the areas outlined in his letter to 
Senator BAucus and others. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous agreement, the majority 
leader is recognized for up to 10 min
utes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues for their patience 
and courtesy through this long debate, 
during which much has been said. 
Some of it has clarified the issues; 
some of it has confused the issues. 

The most confusing and the least ac
curate thing that has been said about 
this bill is that it denies most-favored
nation trade status to China and will, 
therefore, isolate China. It does not 
deny MFN status to China. It will not 
isolate China. That is not the question 
here. 

To the contrary, the bill renews Chi
na's MFN status and extends it for a 
full year. During that year, the bill 
gives to President Bush meaningful 
tools with which to engage China, not 
isolate it. There is no realistic possibil
ity of the Chinese returning to the self
imposed isolation of previous decades. 
Its economic circumstances alone will 
prevent that from occurring. 

And of equal importance, few people 
there, even within the highest levels of 
the Communist government, want to 
return to isolation. It will not happen, 
because it is not in their interest that 
it happen. All of the dire predictions 
and the hand wringing that has oc
curred during this debate is wrong and 
totally irrelevant. They are going to do 
what they have done, and that is to act 
in their national interest. 

Extending MFN status for another 
year, with reasonable and realistic con
ditions to be met for further extension, 
is the logical and the moral way to en
gage the Chinese Government, to get 
them to change their practices and 
their policies. 

Unconditional extension of MFN, by 
contrast, which is what the opponents 
of this bill want, despite all of the 
words to the contrary, sends to the 
Chinese Communist leaders, and to the 
people of China, a clear, unmistakable, 
unambiguous message: You have done 
nothing wrong. You must pay no price. 
There is no problem. Keep on trucking. 
And keep on trucking, they will, to us, 
as they have done. 

Any Member of the Senate who 
thought that last year's $10 billion 
trade deficit with China was bad will 
soon wake up to the hangover of a $15 
billion trade deficit this year. And ac
cording to the most recent projection, 
it will be $22 billion the year after that. 
When and how are Members of the Sen
ate going to get the backbone to stand 
up and say: That is enough. 

That is what they are doing to us. 
And that is what a vote against this 
bill tells them to keep on doing. And 
they are doing it by unfair manipula-

tion, unfair trade practices and, in 
plain English, by cheating-cheating, 
robbing Americans of property rights 
that they have earned. 

Did the Senators read the story on 
the front page of today's Washington 
Post about systematic, widespread 
cheating, organized and directed by the 
Chinese Government against the Unit
ed States and against American work
ers? 

How much evidence do Senators 
need? Well, do not take the Washington 
Post's word for it. Do not take my 
word for it. Take the word of the Bush 
administration, its own expert on 
international trade, the Deputy Assist
ant Secretary of Commerce for Inter
national Economic Policy, who came 
before the Senate and testified. I quote 
him: 

Over the last 2 years, we have observed a 
pronounced increase and proliferation in tar
iff and non-tariff barriers to imports that 
have effectively denied imported goods fair 
access to China's domestic market. 

He went on to say: 
In fact, China's policies have made it in

creasingly difficult for U.S. firms to gain fair 
access to domestic markets. 

He said, finally, that more disturbing 
than the substantial and growing Unit
ed States trade deficit with China is 
the fact that the deficit reflects a deci
sion by China to intensify protectionist 
measures as a way of managing im
ports. 

Mr. President, those are the words of 
the Bush administration about China's 
trade practices. It defies logic; it defies 
common sense, that so many Senators 
are here working so hard to preserve a 
trade relationship that is so infected 
with illegal Chinese behavior and so 
detrimental to American interests. 

Beyond trade, there are two other 
reasons why we should vote for this 
bill. One is the reckless behavior by the 
Chinese in the sale of nuclear tech
nology and materials, ballistic mis
siles, and missile launchers, which 
were already well covered in this de
bate. I will not repeat it. 

Finally, there is human rights. Mr. 
President, Americans and people the 
world over have been moved profoundly 
by many images in recent years. But I 
say to the Members of the Senate that 
no image has been more profoundly 
moving than that of one Chinese citi
zen standing before a line of tanks, 
risking his life, because he wanted free
dom and democracy. 

Who among us were not moved by 
that? Who among us do not want to en
courage the people of China? And to 
those who say they do not really want 
us to rock the boat, the Chinese people 
do not want us to do this giving any 
conditions. 

I will quote the words of the so-called 
China expert recently before the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee. He 
said: 

You really don't need a China expert in 
order to understand the basic reactions of 
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human beings under oppression. Just step 
back for a moment and ask yourselves this: 
Where in modern history have a people under 
repression ever said to the outside world, 
"Don' t bring pressure on our oppressors" ? Or 
"Just stand aside, let the diplomats talk, 
and don't cause trouble"? Andrei Sakharov 
didn 't say that; Nelson Mandela didn 't say 
that; Vaclav Havel didn't; Elie Wiesel didn't· 
the people who suffered under Manuei 
Noriega didn 't; the Kurds in Iraq didn ' t. 
These voices represent different countries 
with different cultures suffering different 
kinds of repression. But their voice in re
sponse to repression is consistent: They say 
please do speak, do exert pressure. You 
should do it precisely because you are free to 
do it and we are not , and our common hu
manity is the only reason you should need. 
Why do we suppose that the Chinese people 
are different from all these other cases? 

Mr. President, the Chinese people are 
not different from others. The univer
sal desire for freedom, for the expres
sion of individual rights, is undeniable. 
It existed among the Chinese there in 
Tiananmen Square, brave young stu
dents who risked their lives and some 
of them who lost them, murdered by 
their own government, the very gov
ernment being defended here today in 
the Senate. 

They had the courage to stand up 
nonviolently for democracy and free
dom, and as a tangible expression of 
their courage, they built a paper model 
of the Statue of Liberty. In their hold
ing that paper model up before it was 
crushed by the tanks of the Communist 
government, defended here today, they 
held up a tangible expression of their 
belief in what we Americans say about 
freedom and individual dignity. 

They believed in our words, and the 
question now before the Senate is, Do 
we? 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Has third reading 
occurred? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I now ask unani

mous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of H.R. 
2212, the House companion bill ; that all 
after the enacting clause be stricken, 
and the text of S. 1367, as amended, be 
substituted in lieu thereof, and the bill 
be deemed to have been read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, for 

the information of Senators, this will 

be the last vote this evening. Then to
morrow morning, there will be a vote 
on the cloture motion on the motion to 
proceed to the foreign aid authoriza
tion bill. I have not yet set the time. I 
will do that after consultation with the 
Republican leader. 

That vote will be at 10:45 in the 
morning. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for their courtesy. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Shall the bill pass? 
On this question, the yeas and nays 

have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab
sent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
DASCHLE). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Adams 
Akaka 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Ford 
Fowler 
Garn 

Baucus 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burdick 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenic! 

[Rollcall Vote No. 142 Leg.) 
YEA~55 

Glenn 
Gore 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Mack 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 

NAY~4 

Durenberger 
Exon 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

NOT VOTING-1 
Pryor 

Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Nunn 
Pell 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sanford 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Simon 
Smith 
Wallop 
Wellstone 
Wirth 
Wofford 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Rudman 
Seymour 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So, the bill (H.R. 2212), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, by an 
overwhelming majority in the House of 
Representatives, and by a clear major
ity in the Senate, both bodies of the 
Congress have expressed their disagree
ment with the policy toward China now 
being pursued by the administration. I 
hope that, above all else , the message 

conveyed by these votes will be heard 
in Beijing by the leaders of the Chinese 
Government as they contemplate poli
cies and practices that they intend to 
continue in the coming months. 

There was much disagreement ex
pressed during this debate among Sen
ators on how best to proceed to encour
age change in those policies and prac
tices. But there was no disagreement, 
none whatsoever, on the need for that 
change. Senator after Senator, of both 
parties, of both views on this particu
lar bill, took pains to express disagree
ment with, concern about, contempt 
for the policies now being pursued by 
the Chinese Government. And we hope 
that that single message, above all oth
ers, will be heard by the Communist 
leaders of the Chinese Government. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for their cooperation and I am pleased 
now to yield to the distinguished Re
publican leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re
publican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me also 
not disagree with the distinguished 
majority leader. I hope the Chinese are 
listening, particularly the leaders. 
There is no doubt about it, this legisla
tion is not going to become law. The 
vote has clearly indicated that, even 
though there is a majority voting in 
the affirmative, there is a bipartisan 
minority more than enough by 10 or 11 
votes to sustain a veto. But I do believe 
the majority leader has made a point 
that ought to be pursued, and that was 
the very point we tried to make during 
the debate. 

We may have differences but we want 
the President to be more aggressive at 
certain points, as we spelled out in our 
letter to the President of the United 
States, 14 of us, Democrats and Repub
licans. And I do not believe the Chinese 
leadership should take any great satis
faction because it appears now that the 
veto will be sustained. I still think 
very seriously it might be in the inter
ests of this country, and there might 
be a clear understanding in the Peo
ple's Republic of China, if a bipartisan 
group of United States Senators went 
to Beijing and met with the leadership 
and spelled out some of the concerns 
we have. They are real. They are not 
going to disappear. And I believe the 
outcome is correct. 

Do not misunderstand me. I think 
the outcome will be that this bill , if it 
is taken up in the House, whatever 
may happen, will be vetoed and the 
veto will be sustained. But I do not dis
agree with the major thrust of the 
statement of the majority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll, 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll . 



19380 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 23, 1991 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, certainly. 
Mr. SARBANES. As I understand it, 

the motion to proceed to the foreign 
assistance authorization bill will be be
fore the Senate tomorrow morning. A 
vote will take place on a cloture mo
tion on that motion to proceed. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
Mr. SARBANES. There will be a half 

an hour of debate before that vote 
takes place? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
Mr. SARBANES. I will address the 

issue at greater length, obviously, in 
the morning. But I simply want to say 
I very much hope to be able to proceed 
to the bill. I know there are some con
troversial i terns in the bill and I as
sume others will be raised, but this is, 
after all, the basic authorization bill 
for the entire foreign assistance pro
gram and it certainly ought to be con
sidered on the floor of the Senate and 
debated and voted upon and taken up 
by the membership. 

So I very much hope the cloture mo
tion will carry and that we will be able, 
then, to move beyond simply the mo
tion to proceed and have the legisla
tion before us on the floor of the Sen
ate and be able to consider it in the 
regular order of business. 

The administration is interested in 
this bill. They have difficulties with 
some provisions of it, as do some Mem
bers, but in the overall, there are very 
good provisions in this legislation de
veloped on a bipartisan basis within 
the committee and developed in, as it 
were, conjunction or working with the 
administration. 

I very much hope that on tomorrow, 
we will be able to move forward and at 
least get the legislation before the Sen
ate and consider it in the proper and 
due course. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield so I might re
spond to the Senator from Maryland? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly, yes. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first, I ask 

unanimous consent to print in the 
RECORD a letter from Mr. Eagleburger 
with reference to this bill. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. ROBERT DOLE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: As the Senate ap
proaches its consideration of the Inter
national Security and Economic Cooperation 
Act of 1991, I want to express the Adminis
tration's views on the bill as it has emerged 
from the Foreign Relations Committee. 

The Committee measure is a considerable 
improvement over its House-passed counter
part. Although the legislation does not meet 
the goals for reforming our foreign assist
ance programs as outlined by the President 
in his letter of April 12, 1991, to the President 
of the Senate endorsing the Administration's 
proposed "International Cooperation Act of 
1991," the Committee bill represents a posi
tive first step toward meeting these reform 
objectives. 

The Administration's commitment to the 
enactment of foreign aid reform legislation 
remains steadfast, and we applaud the Com
mittee for its willingness to move forward. 
We strongly endorse the Committee's sup
port for a variety of helpful provisions on 
reprogramming notifications, drawdowns, 
commitments of prior year military assist
ance funds, termination expenses, contract
ing, waiver and other authorities which will 
go a long way toward ensuring that foreign 
assistance may better serve the interests of 
the United States. In particular, we applaud 
the Committee for providing the authoriza
tion for the U.S. share of the IMF quota in
crease; recognizing the need to provide legis
lation which significantly modifies notifica
tion requirements including exemptions for 
meeting emergencies; increasing the applica
ble ceilings under sections 451 and 506 and 
updating the authority under section 533; au
thorizing assistance through NGOs in certain 
instances where prohibitions exist on the 
provision of direct aid; and providing satis
factory provisions to fund Support for East
ern European Democracy (SEED) programs. 

Significant though these actions are, how
ever, I must emphasize the Administration's 
strong opposition to several seriously objec
tionable portions of the bill. The most sig
nificant is the provision on Mexico City pol
icy. It must be eliminated. The President has 
already indicated that inclusion of such a 
provision in a bill presented to him will trig
ger a veto. 

Section 305 of the bill, the cargo preference 
provision, is also highly objectionable. It 
would establish drastic new restrictions on 
furnishing assistance from the ESF account. 
It would sharply reduce the usefulness of 
such assistance for achieving important for
eign policy objectives and is fundamentally 
inconsistent with the objective of making 
foreign aid a more useful tool of foreign pol
icy. Moreover, it would impose a costly pen
alty on producers of U.S. goods by decreasing 
the level of commercial exports to com
pensate for additional funds needed to pay 
higher U.S.-flag vessel transport costs. 
Should the final bill, when it is presented to 
the President, contain this provision in its 
present form, his senior advisers would rec
ommend a veto. 

In addition, we strongly believe that the 
Middle East arms control language needs to 
be eliminated or substantially modified. It is 
unnecessary in view of the initiative re
cently announced by the President. Issues of 
this type can only be addressed effectively 
through diplomatic channels. We do not be
lieve it is helpful to attempt to resolve such 
issues through legislation. 

We favor as well elimination of the busi
ness-as-usual approach to limiting military 
assistance for Turkey and linking it to fund
ing for Greece. We based our FY-92 requests 
on best estimates of each country's very dif
ferent, legitimate self-defense needs. To 
freeze U.S. military assistance to Turkey 
and Greece to maintain a 7:10 ratio ignores 
other critical military and political factors 
in the region. 

We also favor significant modifications of 
several provisions, such as those under which 

FMF assistance would be all grant; those 
governing international narcotics control as
sistance (including more flexible authorities 
for furnishing narcotics-related assistance 
from other accounts and reform of the sec
tion 484 provision on title-to-aircraft); those 
contained in current section 620 and else
where regarding termination of assistance to 
countries; and the provisions on excess de
fense articles (to include the provision of le
thal assistance); the provision on major non
NATO allies, and a number of provisions 
which raise constitutional concerns. 

Additional concerns relate to provisions 
that would govern A.I.D. programs. Most no
tably, we believe consolidations of the devel
opment assistance ·accounts would eon trib
ute greatly to the effectiveness of our eco
nomic assistance. We also advocate the in
clusion of provisions on the Enterprise for 
Americas Initiative that reflect the Admin
istration's request. We disagree with the im
position of mandatory procedural require
ments with respect to projects that have en
vironmental impact statements, assessments 
or analyses. It is also our view that regional 
or country-specific provisions that would es
tablish new conditions for (or limitations on) 
the provision of foreign aid should be elimi
nated. 

We are disappointed that the Committee 
was not able to include several of the Admin
istration's proposed initiatives. Most impor
tant in this regard, we regret that the Com
mittee was also unable to provide language 
establishing a Democracy Contingency Fund 
(although we are still hopeful that accept
able language can be worked out for a floor 
amendment). 

Lastly, we are disappointed that the Com
mittee bill did not raise the threshold on re
porting certain arms transfers. The value of 
the current thresholds, which were enacted 
in 1981, have been eroded by a decade of infla
tion. 

In conclusion, I hope the Senate will delete 
the Mexico City provision and delete or mod
ify the cargo preference provision, thereby 
avoiding a veto of the bill. I also hope the 
Senate can build on the Committee's work to 
ensure passage of a bill that will contribute 
materially to the efficiency of our foreign 
aid program, and that provisions are not 
adopted that detract from the Committee's 
commendable efforts. 

Sincerely, 
LAWRENCE S. EAGLEBURGER. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the reason 
I printed this letter in the RECORD is so 
that Members may see it. It addresses 
some real concerns in the bill, but 
based on that letter indicating that 
certain things are not correct and a 
veto would be recommended, I think it 
is going to be possible to get cloture on 
a motion to proceed. 

We have been working to receive a 
letter today, and it has arrived. There 
are concerns about the Mexico City 
policy, and also about cargo preference. 
There are other concerns in the bill, 
but these two were specifically ad
dressed in the letter. 

I say to the Senator from Maryland, 
I intend to vote for cloture on a motion 
to proceed. I hope there will be a ma
jority. I know the Senator from Mary
land and the Senator from Kentucky, 
Senator MCCONNELL, have been work
ing for a number of years in an effort 
to pass this bill on the floor. We want 
to try to help if we can. 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 

might simply add that I too, intend to 
vote for cloture, and I hope most, if not 
all, of our colleagues will so we can 
proceed to this legislation. 

If a Senator disagrees with one or an
other provision, of course, there ·is a 
process by which this disagreement can 
be expressed during debate on the bill. 
I thank my colleagues. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that there be a period 
for morning business, with Senators 
permitted to speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

A SPELLING INSPIRATION 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 

would like to share with my colleagues 
an experience I had with an inspiring 
young man from South Dakota, Mr. 
Matthew Trask. 

Matt is South Dakota's Spelling Bee 
Champion who represented our State in 
the National Spelling Bee competition 
here in Washington this past year. As 
you can see from the newspaper arti
cles, which I will have printed in the 
RECORD following my remarks, young 
Matt has overcome obstacles and ac
complished a great deal in his young 
career. But, what is most impressive 
about young Matt is not his amazing 
encyclopedic knowledge of the English 
language, not his very impressive read
ing list at the ripe old age of 12, and 
not even his accomplishments in State 
and national competitions. What is 
most memorable about Matt Trask is 
his incredible sense of purpose, his 
boundless enthusiasm, and his insatia
ble thirst for knowledge. 

This is a young man who will go far 
in this world-mark my words. I was so 
impressed with Matt that I must con
fess one of my main reasons for speak
ing out on this outstanding young 
South Dakotan is so that 20 or 30 years 
from this date, when I am even grayer 
than I am today, I shall retrieve this 
prophetic speech and send it to a young 
leader who will have already left a con
siderable mark in this world. 

This young man is bound for great 
things. It was just a real treat to visit 
with him. He represents the best of our 
youth and gives me great hope for our 
quality of leadership in the future. 

Mr. President, I want to share with 
my colleagues correspondence I have 
had with Master Trask, and ask unani
mous consent to include in the RECORD 
that correspondence, as well as news
paper articles providing some insight 
into his background. We are very proud 
of him in South Dakota and look for
ward with anticipation to his accom
plishments in the decades ahead. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Rapid City (SD) Journal, May 30, 
1991) 

"WALKING DICTIONARY" LOSES BEE, WINS IN 
LIFE 

(By Matthew King) 
WASHINGTON.-When Matthew . Trask 

walked to the microphone Wednesday to 
spell his first word in the 64th Annual 
Scripps Howard National Spelling Bee, he 
was not only the champion speller of western 
South Dakota, he was a champion in the bat
tle for life. 

Just walking to that microphone was a 
victory for the 12-year-old Elm Springs boy, 
who had to use crutches and an oxygen tank 
until he was 4 years old. Although he was 
born normal, by the time he was a year old, 
doctors at Children's Hospital in Denver 
weren 't sure he would live to walking age. 

Matt was what doctors called a "floppy 
baby" for lack of a better term, according to 
his mother, Rose Mary Trask. His problem 
was lack of muscle tone that affected his 
body and lungs. But the condition was never 
diagnosed further by the doctors in Denver 
or at the UCLA Medical Center in Los Ange
les. 

But today Matt is off all medication and, 
though he still walks awkwardly, he runs 
and jumps and even rides his pet horse, Dan, 
on his family's 8,000-acre Spanish Five Ranch 
north of Rapid City. 

"Everything that he does just tickles us," 
his mother said in a telephone interview. 
"All of those things are like miracles." 

The first word Matt spelled in Wednesday's 
competition was "lallation," which means 
defective pronunciation of the letter L. In 
the second round, he correctly spelled 
"drosophalist," which is a person who uses 
the vinegar fly in the study of genetics. 

Finally, however, Matt met his match in 
the third round, when he was felled by 
"mesoseismal," relating to the center of an 
earthquake. By then more than 70 of the 
original 277 contestants had dropped out. 

The remaining 165 students will compete 
until a grand champion triumphs this after
noon. The winner of the grueling bee will win 
$5,000, a trophy, a prize from Encyclopaedia 
Britannica and an appearance on ABC-TV's 
" Good Morning America." 

Matt took the setback in stride. "I needed 
a Pepsi anyway," he said after leaving the 
stage. "So I had two. I knew the bell was 
going to ring on me sooner or later." 

Matt made it to Washington by first win
ning a spelling contest at his school in Elm 
Springs, where he is one of only 18 students 
and has only one other classmate in the 
sixth grade. 

He went on to win a regional contest, spon
sored by the Rapid City Journal, in which he 
beat 40 other contestants. 

"The first one at our school was harder 
than the one in Rapid City," Matt admitted. 
"I don't want to brag, but I've become the 
walking dictionary of the school." 

He is accompanied in Washington by Pat
rick Stevens, a family friend from Faulkton, 
who is also in the city for the first time. 

Matt's parents were unable to accompany 
him because his mother recently gave birth 
to a ninth child. Matt, the oldest, now has 
five brothers and three sisters. 

The trip is his first to Washington and his 
first away from his parents, but he 
downplays his excitement. 

"For some reason, I keep having this feel
ing that it's Pierre," he said. 

Asked what he liked most about the trip so 
far, he answered, "Sitting around watching 
TV. But don't. put that down." 

His parents don't let him watch television 
at home, which accounts for the love of read
ing that he credits for his spelling prowess. 

[From the Pennington County (SD) Courant, 
June 14, 1991) 

SPELLING CHAMP RETURNS FROM WASHING TON 
O-P-0-S-S-U-M, who would think that a 

word like that could win you a trip to our 
nation's capital. Well for Matt Trask, 12, 
that is exactly what happened. Opossum was 
the word that Matt had to spell to win the 
West River Spelling Bee and to become 
South Dakota's representative to the Na
tional Spelling Bee in Washington, D.C. 

Matt, a sixth grader at Elm Springs school, 
won the upper grades contest at Elm Springs 
which allowed him to compete in the West 
River Spelling Bee sponsored by the Rapid 
City Journal. Matt and four of his siblings 
attended home school until January of this 
year when they started attending Elm 
Springs. His mother, Rose Mary, laughs 
about the fact that Elm Springs went from a 
one teacher school to a two teacher school 
when the five Trask children went to school. 
Matt says that the home schooling helped 
him the most in the spelling competition. 

Matt's parents are Pat and Rose Mary 
Trask of Elm Springs. He is the oldest of 
nine children ranging in age from barely a 
month old to 12 years of age. 

Matt was accompanied to Washington, D.C. 
by a friend of the family, Pat Stevens, be
cause Rose Mary was expecting their ninth 
child any day. The pair of travelers flew to 
Minneapolis and then on to Washington. 
Matt said the plane ride was kind of fun. 
Once they arrived in Washington they had a 
busy schedule. Matt got a special treat for 
Memorial Day this year. Because they were 
in Washington D.C. on Memorial Day, Pat 
and Matt took the opportunity to go observe 
the changing of the guard at Arlington Na
tional Cemetery. It was a special occasion 
because Vice President Dan Quayle was 
present to lay a wreath at the tomb of the 
unknown soldier. 

The contestants for the Spelling Bee were 
housed, maybe I should say pampered, in the 
luxury of the Capitol Hilton. It was espe
cially different to get an entire queen size 
bed to himself, when Matt is used to sharing 
a bedroon with his brothers. His family was 
rather stunned to hear that they had a tele
vision and a telephone in the bathroom, yes 
the bathroom, of their hotel room. "They 
had a television in the bathroom and in the 
main part of the room, as well as a refrig
erator of candy, pop, fruit, that was provided 
by the hotel, but they didn 't have a swim
ming pool in the building," laughed Rose 
Mary, 

The National Spelling Bee was held in one 
of the ballrooms of the Capitol Hilton. Matt 
was pretty relaxed during the whole contest. 
As a matter of fact, he fell asleep seven 
times while sitting up on the stage. "I would 
wake up when they would ring the bell, then 
I would just fall back to sleep." Said Matt. 
Matt spelled two words correctly and missed 
his third word. You know I would print the 
words but I haven't the faintest idea how to 
say them, or what they mean, let alone spell 
them. Matt thinks that he did pretty well for 
his first time there. Some of the kids at the 
contest were there for the second or third 
time. 

" Some of the places let the kids come back 
again, while others won't let them compete 
again," said Matt. There were 227 contest
ants from all over the United States, Can
ada, Mexico, Europe and the Virgin Islands, 
as well as from many other places. The stu
dents competing from Europe were military 
personnel children that flew over to com
pete. The grades allowed in the contest 
ranged from the fifth grade to the eighth 
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grade. Matt said that there were only five 
fifth graders in the whole contest. His family 
commented on a cute girl from Mexico that 
Matt got to be good friends with. He really 
didn't have any comment on the subject, but 
he said that he met some really interesting 
people. 

" Some of the kids' mothers and fathers 
were from different countries and had really 
funny names, " says Matt. Matt was recog
nized as being rather special compared to the 
other 226 contestants. He came from the 
smallest school (18 students) and the largest 
family (11 members). Matt was also the only 
one there that was from a ranch and owned 
a horse. He laughed about how the one girl 
complained how small her school was be
cause there were only 200 kids in the school. 

The trip to Washington, D.C. wasn't all 
work and no play for Matt and his chap
erone. They went touring the sites quite a 
bit while they were there. Some of the places 
they saw included Union Station, the Cap
itol, the Supreme Court building and his fa
vorite place of all was the Smithsonian's Air 
and Space Museum. His one souvenir from 
his trip was a six-foot tall kite from the mu
seum. With the South Dakota breezes we get 
everyday, he has gotten his kite up to about 
1,000 feet so far. 

Matt was also a special guest visitor to 
Senator Larry Pressler's office. He discussed 
a few spelling rules with the senator, as well 
as looking at Pressler' s 7-inch-thick Random 
House Dictionary. This is how hard the 
words were that the contestants were spell
ing-Matt and Senator Pressler tried to find 
the words that he had to spell during the 
contest in the dictionary and they couldn't 
find them. After the visit Matt and Pat got 
to ride Senator Presslers' private subway 
back to the Capitol. 

When asked if he would try again next 
year, Matt said he probably would. He has a 
list of words that they used at the national 
contest and hopes to study them throughout 
the year. He may have some competition 
though because his brothers and sisters now 
ask their mom to give them spelling words 
too. "I think God decides who goes on and 
who doesn't. After all if you get easy words 
you have a better chance of winning than if 
you get words you don't know how to spell, " 
said Matt. 

He represented South Dakota very well. 
Matt Trask is part of a pretty special family 
and their pride in his accomplishment is ob
vious when you speak with them. Congratu
lations to Matt on a good job and best of 
luck to him in the future. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington , DC, June 28, 1991. 

Mr. MATTHEW TRASK, 
Rural Route, Elms Springs, SD. 

DEAR MATI': I have done some checking on 
the word "mesoseismal." It has been an en
lightening experience! 

As you probably recall, we could not find 
the word in my own large Random House 
Dictionary, which contains 260,000 entries. 
Even the Senate Library could not find any
thing about the word! After searching var
ious sources, I finally located the word in the 
Webster's Third New International Diction
ary. Spelling Bee officials informed me that 
this dictionary was the one from which they 
took all of their words for the contest. 

The definition of the word "mesoseismal" 
in this dictionary is, "of or relating to the 
center of an area of earthquake disturb
ance." Enclosed is a photocopy of some in
formation about the word, which I received 
from the U.S. Geological Survey. According 
to the Glossary of Geology, the definition of 

the word is, "pertaining to the maximum de
structive force of an earthquake. " I will con
tact Spelling Bee officials about their selec
tion of " mesoseismal. " I will then get in 
touch with you when I receive a response 
from them. 

Matt, once again I congratulate you on 
your performance in the competition. You 
were faced with a tough word and you did the 
best you could, and that is all one can ask 
for. It certainly was a pleasure to meet you 
and I hope you will have occasion to come to 
Washington and visit with me again. 

Sincerely, 
LARRY PRESSLER, 

U.S. Senator. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 10, 1991 . 

Ms. RITA ROSE, 
1100 Central Trust Tower, Cincinnati, OH. 

DEAR RITA: Enclosed is a copy of my cor
respondence with Matthew Trask, who was 
South Dakota's contestant in the Scripps 
Howard National Spelling Bee competition 
on May 29th. He failed to accurately spell 
the word "mesoseismal" in the third round. 

Matt was naturally disappointed; however, 
he was also very curious about the meaning 
of the word. We researched the word and 
could not find it in several dictionaries. It 
was also very difficult to find a precise defi
nition of the word. 

I am somewhat surprised about the Spell
ing Bee's selection of words that cannot be 
found in standard large dictionaries and 

l other sources. I would appreciate any clari
fication you might be able to provide for me 
on the Spelling Bee's word selection proce
dures. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat
ter. 

Sincerely, 
LARRY PRESSLER, 

U.S. Senator. 

SECOND BIENNIAL REVISION TO 
THE U.S. ARCTIC RESEARCH 
PLAN-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT-PM 64 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the provisions of the 

Arctic Research and Policy Act of 1984 
(Public Law 98-373, section 109(a); 15 
U.S.C. 4108(a)), I hereby transmit the 
second biennial revision (1992-93) to the 
United States Arctic Research Plan. 

. GEORGE BUSH. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 23, 1991. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap

propriations: 
Special Report entitled "Revised Alloca

tion to Subcommittees of Budget Totals 
from the Concurrent Resolution for Fiscal 
Year 1992" (Rept. No. 102-115). 

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 2698. A bill making appropriations for 
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and 

Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1992, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
102-116). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. COCH
RAN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. BOREN, Mr. HAR
KIN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. HEF
LIN): 

S. 1527. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 to establish a price support and 
production base system for the production of 
milk and products of milk that will increase 
producer prices and balance production with 
consumption of milk and products of milk, 
to establish a producer board to administer 
certain export enhancement, diversion and 
other milk inventory management programs, 
and to require increased solids content in 
fluid milk, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, and 
Mr. DOMENIC!): 

S. 1528. A bill to establish the Mimbres 
Culture National Monument and to establish 
an archeological protection system for 
Mimbres sites in the State of New Mexico, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 1529. A bill to enable communities to de

velop community opportunity systems in 
order to · improve economic opportunity for 
their low-income residents through the re
structuring of programs pitoviding services 
and benefits, to meet the identified priorities 
of the community and the needs of the indi
viduals and families to be served; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. DoMEN
ICI, and Mr. REID): 

S. 1530. A bill to authorize the integration 
of employment, training and related services 
provided by Indian tribes; to the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 1531. A bill to authorize a certificate of 

documentation for the vessel LOGAN T; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Trans porta ti on. 

By Mr. METZENBAUM (for himself, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. DODD, and Mr. 
SIMON): 

S. 1532. A bill to revise and extend the pro
grams under the Abandoned Infants Assist
ance Act of 1988, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

By Mr. BRYAN (for himself, Mr. RIE
GLE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. WIRTH, and Mr. 
SHELBY): 

S. 1533. A bill to establish a statute of limi
tations for private rights of action arising 
from a violation of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 

COCHRAN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. 
LEVIN): 

S. 1527. A bill to amend the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 to establish a price 
support and production base system for 
the production of milk and products of 
milk that will increase producer prices 
and balance production with consump
tion of milk and products of milk, to 
establish a producer board to admin
ister certain export enhancement, di
version and other milk inventory man
agement programs, and to require in
creased solids content in fluid milk, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry. 

FAMILY DAIRY FARM PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this week our Agriculture Committee 
will consider legislation that will de
termine the future of an industry and 
the way of life that are basic to our ag
ricultural economy but also to the soul 
of America. I am talking about family 
dairy farming. To maintain this coun
try's family dairy industry, we in the 
Senate need to act quickly, before our 
August recess, if possible, to effect a 
change in Federal dairy policy that 
will make a difference, a difference to 
dairy farmers who are struggling when 
they receive a price that is less than 
what it cost them to produce the prod
uct. 

That is why I am so pleased to co
sponsor this legislation introduced by 
the chairman of the Agriculture Com
mittee, the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont. The bill will establish a two
tier pricing system of dairy supply 
management and set the milk support 
price at $12.60 per hundredweight. 

Mr. President, the administration 
has said that the current Dairy Pro
gram is working fine, and the adminis
tration has said that the President 
might veto a bill such as the one we 
are suggesting here. The administra
tion has said that there is no crisis in 
the dairy industry. But, Mr. President, 
what we do here in Washington has to 
be rooted in the lives of the people we 
represent. It has to be based upon the 
reality of lives of people in our commu
nities, including people in rural com
munities. I am joined today in the gal
lery by members of the Minnesota milk 
producers and many other dairy lead
ers. I think it is vitally important that 
all we have to do to understand that 
there is a crisis in capital letters with 
dairy farmers is to use our ears and our 
eyes and to go out and talk with peo
ple, talk to farmers, hardworking dairy 
farmers, good managers, sitting down 
in their kitchens adding up the figures 

trying to cash flow. There is simply no 
way they can do it. Talk to dairy farm
ers who try to convince their sons and 
daughters that there is no more honor
able profession to go into than to be a 
farmer, to be a dairy farmer, to 
produce nutritious milk for people at 
affordable prices, and yet people do not 
get a decent price for their work. 

In my State, fourth in the country in 
milk production, we have 15,500 dairy 
farmers with an average herd size of 50 
cows. It is a family dairy industry. It is 
not a factory farm industry, and we 
want to keep it a family industry. Our 
dairy industry is efficient and it is in
novative, and it produces a plentiful 
supply of pure wholesome milk at ex
tremely reasonable prices, but it is also 
an industry in crisis. It is a crisis not 
only for dairy farmers themselves but 
for rural communities throughout the 
country because the health and vital
ity of our rural communities is not 
going to be based upon the size of the 
herds but the number of dairy farmers 
who live in those communities, who 
buy in those communities, who go to 
churches in those communities, who 
support the school systems and busi
nesses in those comm uni ties. 

I am afraid, as I speak here on the 
floor of the Senate, that in agriculture 
in our country we are about to go 
through a transition where all of agri
culture will be dominated by giant con
glomerates and we will not have any 
long era competitive sector. That is 
the family farm sector of agriculture. 
That will be a transition that we'll 
deeply regret and that is why we have 
to act now. 

Mr. President, a month ago I received 
a copy of a resolution passed by the 
Minnesota State legislature. I would 
like the full text of this resolution en
tered into the RECORD following my 
statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

will read the relevant whereas section 
and the key therefore section. 

Whereas, Minnesota has lost 10,000 dairy 
farmers since 1980, has lost 40 more in the 
past 2 weeks, and in the face of the present 
crisis will continue to lose dairy farmers at 
an alarming rate, threatening the very exist
ence of the dairy industry in our State; 

Therefore, be it resolved that the Congress 
take immediate action to alleviate the crisis 
in the Midwest dairy industry by increasing 
milk support prices by $20.30 per hundred
weight, an increase that will allow Min
nesota producers to break even at the cost of 
production. 

Mr. President, I hope we can respond 
appropriately to the pleas that are 
coming from my State and other agri
cultural States all around the country. 
Due to a drastic reduction in the prices 
paid to farmers for their milk during 
the past year, thousands of farmers are 
going out of business. In Minnesota, we 
have lost 300 dairy farms already this 

year. We will lose more if we do not 
change the course of policy. Federal 
dairy policy has allowed milk produc
tion and prices to fluctuate widely. 
This fluctuation has caused a tremen
dous amount of instability for produc
ers and consumers but it has been espe
cially bad for farmers. While retail 
prices for dairy farmers have gone 
down and while the price for farmers 
has been dramatically cut by 25 to 30 
percent, for those of us who go to the 
grocery store, we have seen no such de
crease. 

The solution is a Federal policy that 
provides a decent living to hard
working family farmers producing 
needed milk. The average cost of pro
duction for milk in the United States 
is around $13 per hundredweight and 
yet farmers in my State are receiving 
less than $11 for the same hundred
weight. We need a system that will 
match output to need and pay farmers 
a fair price. 

There is widespread support around 
the country for a two-tier pricing 
method of supply management. Such a 
system will pay farmers a price that 
covers the cost of production up to 
their base amount and when farmers 
produce a surplus they will receive a 
less price for their overproduction. 

Mr. President, I am a strong sup
porter of this piece of legislation. 

I have some concerns, but those con
cerns are minor with what I think is 
accomplished by this piece of legisla
tion introduced by the Senator from 
Vermont. I want to make it very clear 
that I believe the vitality of the dairy 
industry is important not only to my 
State's economic health and not only 
important to the economic health of 
agricultural States all across the coun
try, but I think it is important if we 
are going to maintain viable rural 
communities. I think it is important if 
we are to protect the environment. I 
think it is important if we are to have 
diversity. I think it is important if we 
are to avoid more contration in the ag
ricultural sector of our country. I 
think it is important if we are to con
tinue to have family farmers who can 
produce wholesome milk at a decent 
price for consumers. I think it is im
portant because it represents the very 
best of what we have been about as a 
nation. A two-tier program with a sup
port price of $12.60 will revitalize an in
dustry in crisis, and it can do so-and 
I am sure the Senator from Vermont 
will spell this out in fare more detail 
then I-without extra cost to taxpayers 
or burdensome consumer price in
creases. I hope we can move such a pro
gram through this Chamber. I hope we 
can do it before the August recess. I am 
very proud to cosponsor this piece of 
legislation introduced by the Senator 
from Vermont, Senator LEAHY. 

I thank the Chair. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

RESOLUTION 8 
Whereas, the health of Minnesota's dairy 

industry, which is now in crisis, is key to the 
economic well-being of the state of Min
nesota; and 

Whereas, agriculture is the number one 
revenue-producing industry in Minnesota, 
and the dairy industry produces the largest 
share of this revenue; and 

Whereas, the current milk price is the low
est farmers have received since September, 
1978; and 

Whereas, the present milk support price of 
Sl0.10 per hundredweight fails to meet dairy 
farmers' minimum costs of production; and 

Whereas, Minnesota has lost 10,000 dairy 
farmers since 1980, has lost 40 more in the 
past two weeks, and in the face of the 
present crisis will continue to lose dairy 
farmers at an alarming rate, threatening the 
very existence of the dairy industy in the 
state; and 

Whereas, the income of dairy farmers will 
be further reduced by an assessment of five 
cent per hundredweight on nearly ten billion 
pounds of Minnesota milk in 1991, which is 
just the latest in a continuing string of in
creases in fees and assessments paid by dairy 
farmer; and 

Whereas, federal milk marketing orders 
are discriminatory and skewed to give unfair 
advantage to large corporate farms of the 
West and South, suppressing milk prices in 
the Upper Midwest and inflating prices by 
several dollars per hundredweight in non
traditional dairy areas; and 

Whereas, the dairy farmer has taken more 
substantial cuts in federal support than any 
other sector of our economy and agriculture 
itself, starting with repeal of the April, 1981, 
six-month price support adjustment for in
flation and a continuous series of cuts and 
reductions in the price support base and fee 
and assessment increases paid by dairy farm
ers on milk production in every decision 
made by the President and Congress; and 

Whereas, the Minnesota House and Senate 
and the Minnesota Governor are committed 
to preserving the family farm structure and 
Minnesota 's small dairy farmers , now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of the State of 
Minnesota, That it urges the President, Con
gress, and the Secretary of Agriculture to 
immediately respond to the crisis in the 
Midwest dairy industry by reopening the 
dairy provisions of the 1990 federal farm law 
to insure that Minnesota and Midwest dairy 
farmers receive cost of production plus area
sonable profit for their products; be it fur
ther 

Resolved, That the United States Secretary 
of Agriculture should immediately take ac
tion to alleviate the Minnesota and Mid
western dairy crisis by modifying and chang
ing the federal milk marketing order system 
so as to eliminate the discriminatory provi
sions from the orders that pay more for milk 
to Western and Southern producers than 
paid to Midwest dairy farmers and encourage 
increased dairy production in markets dis
tant from the Upper Midwest, depressing 
prices for Minnesota producers; be it further 

Resolved, That Congress take immediate 
action to alleviate the crisis in the Midwest 
dairy industry by increasing milk price sup
ports by S2.30 per hundredweight, an increase 
that will allow Midwest producers to break 
even on costs of production; be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State of 
the State of Minnesota is directed to prepare 
certified copies of this memorial and trans
mit them to the President of the United 

States, the President and Secretary of the 
United States Senate, the Speaker and Chief 
Clerk of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, the Chair of the House of Rep
resentatives Committee on Agriculture, the 
Chair of the Dairy Division of the House of 
Representatives Committee on Agriculture, 
Minnesota's Senators and Representatives in 
Congress, and the United States Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Minnesota for both 
his statement and his support. I know 
how deeply he cares about this issue. 

It is no secret that our Nation 's dairy 
farmers are facing one of their worst 
crises in history. 

Between last summer and early this 
year, the price our farmers receive for 
their milk has dropped 25 percent-the 
lowest its been since 1978. Many have 
lost thousands of dollars in income. 
Some have been forced to apply for 
food stamps just to feed their families. 

In virtually every State of the coun
try-from Vermont to California-fam
ily farmers are in danger of losing their 
farms. Even USDA admits that dairy 
farmers' revenues will drop by $3 bil
lion in 1991 alone. 

The time for talk is past. Dairy farm
ers need action, and they need it now. 
They need a program that stabilizes 
the supply of milk and provides them 
with a decent income. They need sup
ply management. 

Today, Senator JEFFORDS and I are 
introducing legislation to establish a 
three-tier supply management pro
gram. This bill has the support of a 
majority of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee and is a version of the pro
posal Senator JEFFORDS and I submit
ted to USDA several months ago. 

This legislation could put an addi
tional $25,000 in the pocket of the aver
age dairy farmer and pay that farmer 
as high as $15.50/hundredweight for his 
milk. 

But with the strong opposition of the 
administration, I do not know what the 
fate of this legislation will be. 

Last March, the administration, 
killed emergency dairy relief legisla
tion that passed the Senate on a 6G-40 
vote. 

More recently, after months of study, 
the administration announced it wants 
current law-not supply management. 
What they are saying is they do not 
want to help the dairy farmers in time 
of recession. They want supply man
agement by bankruptcy. It is as simple 
as that. We do not want to give you a 
plan that will keep you in business, we 
do not want to give you a plan that is 
going to help you, but the administra
tion says we will only make this work 
by the more bankruptcies. 

At a time of a deepening recession 
throughout rural America, and cer
tainly in rural Vermont, to say the 
only way we will help is to bankrupt 
more farmers makes no sense at all. It 
is cruel. It is wrong. And this legisla
tion would stop that if only the admin
istration would help. 

But the administration has stepped 
up its attack. Last week, Secretary 
Madigan labeled the House Agriculture 
Committee supply management bill a 
" Mickey Mouse" proposal. He wants 
President Bush to veto any legislation 
that has a mandatory two-tier program 
and increases the price support level. 

The administration has also cooked 
up new numbers on the impact dairy 
relief legislation will have on Federal 
nutrition programs. It is ironic that 
the same administration that so often 
opposes more money for these critical 
programs is using nutrition as an ex
cuse to kill needed help for family 
dairy farmers. 

Where was the administration all the 
time when I was fighting to get money 
for WIC, school lunch, and school 
breakfast, senior feeding programs? 
The administration says there is not 
enough money for it. The administra
tion that would not help us on these 
programs now says, oh my gosh, we 
cannot help the dairy farmers because 
we are out there to protect the nutri
tion programs. That hypocrisy does not 
stand and nobody really believes it. 

Some argue that dairy farmers do 
not need our help. Let the strongest 
survive, they say. In fact, this was the 
basis of the administration's argument 
last year during the farm bill debate, 
when it tried to cut the dairy support 
price in half, to $5.10/hundredweight
an effort we were able to block. 

Today, I call upon the dairy farmers 
of America to let the administration 
know you support supply management. 
If dairy farmers stand united, we will 
have a chance of getting a bill passed 
by Congress and signed into law by the 
President. 

In our society, we judge few things 
solely in dollars and cents. Some 
things simply cost because of the bene
fits received. Our automobiles cost 
more because of seatbelts and other 
safety standards. Our electricity costs 
more because the American public 
wants clean air. Our municipal water 
costs more, because of the efforts we 
must take to keep it clean. 

There is also a cost in failing to pass 
supply management legislation-we 
will lose our family farmer. 

These farmers are hard-working and 
industrious people. But they face the 
constant threats of rising prices, de
clining profits; but even more impor
tantly, the dramatic boom or bust 
swings in the marketplace. 

The giant corporate farms, the giant 
impersonal corporate farms, can make 
it through the lean times. They can 
handle these swings, these boom and 
bust. But our family farmers struggle 
to survive. The college tuition comes 
due. The bills for the doctor and the 
dentist come due. The electric bills, 
the mortgage and all come due. I have 
sat in the kitchens and in the living 
rooms and in the milksheds of these 
farmers in my own State. 
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I know what honest people they are. 

I know how they agonize whether they 
are going to be able to pay their bills 
after working 80, 90 hours a week. I 
know that they are not asking for a 
handout, but they are asking for some 
kind of help that will smooth out these 
booms and busts . so when the bills 
come due, they can be paid, so the 
work they do to provide food for us will 
be there. 

When our country was founded, we 
were an agrarian Nation made up of 
small farms. In the past 200 years, 
large corporate farms have come to 
dominate our landscape, but some of 
our past-the family farmer-still sur
vives. 

The crisis facing dairy farmers is 
real. It hits those who live far from 
Washington, DC-people who spend 
their lives milking cows, not holding 
press conferences. These people need 
our help. Rejecting supply manage
ment legislation will only ensure their 
demise. 

It is true that because of supply man
agement, a gallon of milk could cost a 
few pennies more. But I think most 
Americans, once they understand the 
full issue, would be willing to pay a few 
pennies more for a gallon of milk to 
save their neighbors-our family farm
ers. 

Mr. President, farming made this 
country very great long before there 
were computers. Family farmers keep 
the diversity, and the character, and 
nature of rural America. To those of us 
who come from rural America, as I do, 
those of us who lived all our life in 
rural America, as I have, we know 
what it means. Sometimes it is hard to 
come here to Washington to explain to 
people whose life has been in an urban 
setting what rural America really is. I 
was born in Vermont; I was raised in 
rural America. I live today in a com
munity of just over 1,000 people. We 
know our neighbors, our friends, and 
we know how dependable they are. We 
do not want this to change. 

Mr. President, I introduce on behalf 
of myself, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. PRYOR, 
Mr. BOREN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. FOWLER, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
KOH~. Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. LEVIN 
an act to amend the Agriculture Act of 
1949 involving dairy, and that it be in 
order for that to be introduced and ap
propriately referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Will the senior Sen
ator from Vermont yield to me for a 
moment? 

Mr. LEAHY. I would be proud and 
honored to yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont, my good friend, 
Senator JEFFORDS. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
want to commend the senior Senator 
from my great State for what I con
sider is a very important first step for-

ward in moving the dairy industry into 
the future. What it really is, is a bill to 
stabilize and privatize. It will stabilize, 
first, by ensuring that our farmers will 
receive an adequate income over the 
course of the next few years, and at the 
same time, it will take a move to allow 
the dairy farmers to do what has to be 
done now for many reasons, to take 
over the industry, to learn how to take 
over the industry and to move forward 
with that important step forward. 

The dairy industry is one of the 
most, if not the most, productive in
dustries in America. The benefits it has 
passed on to the people of this country 
deserve to be commended. Yet, it is al
ways the one, because of its visibility, 
because there is not a family in Amer
ica that does not go to the store to get 
dairy products every day, and is the 
one that everyone kind of looks at and 
sometimes picks upon, and necessarily 
so. 

But what we have to do is recognize 
that, for the future, there will be tre
mendous markets opening up, and as 
we move and try to work with GATT, 
we must have a program that can live 
and work with GATT. 

This bill of Senator LEAHY's, sup
ported by myself and others, will help 
us move in that direction. There are 
provisions that will help us to export, 
for instance, our wonderful dairy cows, 
to help the rest of the world, especially 
the Third World, improve their own nu
trition. It has provisions to improve 
the nutrition of people in this country, 
which will not only help in the sense of 
providing more protein and, as some 
desire, less fat, but it will also help 
keep another several thousand more 
dairy farmers in business to provide 
that extra protein. 

Thus, I want to say that I strongly 
recommend to this body this step for
ward. It creates a national dairy inven
tory management board to look to how 
the dairy industry itself can manage 
what the USDA has not done or taken 
any real efforts to figure out how to 
manage that inventory better, how to 
export, whether it be the cattle or the 
product, how to break into the markets 
of the world. 

We have, outside of New Zealand, the 
lowest cost of producing, and we ought 
to therefore have the best opportunity 
to enhance the lives of billions of peo
ple in this world through exporting our 
technology, as well as our products, 
and at the same time keeping this 
country on a move toward a more nu
tritional and better society. 

This proposed legislation is an impor
tant starting point for a number of fun
damental changes in dairy policy that 
I believe are clearly in order. 

First, it is vitally important that the 
dairy industry start to assume greater 
responsibility in running the dairy sup
port program. I have strongly felt this 
way for some time and have stated so 
in the past on a number of occasions. 

The establishment of a National Dairy 
Inventory Management Board in this 
legislation is a good start in this direc
tion. 

A National Dairy Board with strong 
producer representation could move 
aggressively and creatively to develop 
export markets for both dairy products 
and dairy cattle. At the same time a 
privately run dairy board could func
tion more effectively in quickly dispos
ing of excess dairy products thereby 
keeping farm milk prices strong and 
stable. Stable farm milk prices are also 
beneficial to the consumer, since it is 
the wide swing in farm milk prices 
which cause consumer retail prices to 
increase. This is particularly harmful 
to those individuals who take part in 
the Federal domestic nutrition pro
grams since high milk prices severly 
restrict the funding availability to pur
chase dairy products, forcing more of 
the participants off of these programs. 

In the next few years the National 
Dairy Board should take over more and 
more of the current Commodity Credit 
Corporation responsibilities in landing 
in milk product surpluses. There is a 
provision in this legislation which 
would examine the effectiveness of the 
Dairy Board over the next 3 years and 
which would also come up with the 
ways that the Board could take over a 
much greater operational share of the 
current Federal dairy support program. 
This provision would also take into ac
count the consistency of the activities 
of the Board with the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade negotia
tions. In addition this provision would 
also examine how the National Dairy 
Promotion and Research Board could 
coordinate its activities more closely 
with the National Dairy Board. 

I am also pleased that this legisla
tion expands our dairy export capabil
ity by adding the export of dairy heif
ers to USDA's Dairy Export Enhance
ment Program [DEEP]. There is a 
great demand internationally for U.S. 
dairy livestock. This heifer export pro
gram would not only provide an excel
lent outlet for exports by our dairy 
breed associations, it would also help 
to reduce potential milk over produc
tion by decreasing the total number of 
future dairy cows. 

Last, I would also like to comment 
on the importance of implementing 
new national standards of identity for 
milk which would increase the milk 
solids not fat in whole milk, low fat 
and skim milk similar to those in use 
in California. This would appreciably 
increase nutritional value by as much 
as 27 percent and at the same time it 
would substantially increase the utili
zation of milk solids-particularly pro
tein-and not fat. 

All of those provisions will help to 
make the dairy industry more vaiable 
and economically competitive in the 
future. 
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So I commend the senior Senator for 

introducing the bill. 
Mr. President, with that, I yield the 

floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator will yield 

one moment, I wish to thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Vermont for 
his comments. He has been in many, 
many meetings with me in Vermont 
plus numerous meetings of his own 
throughout the State. Senator JEF
FORDS, both during his term in the Sen
ate but also in his years in the House, 
was a leader in this whole area of dairy 
legislation. I appreciate very much his 
expertise in this matter. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, several of 

my colleagues have come to the floor 
this morning to speak on the introduc
tion of the Family Dairy Farm Protec
tion Act. As a cosponsor of this bill, I 
would like to take a moment to explain 
to my colleagues why many of us are 
seeking changes to the dairy program 
this year. 

During last year's debate on the 1990 
farm bill, we came to an impasse on 
Federal dairy policy. The administra
tion proposed to solve the problem of 
surplus milk production by dropping 
the dairy price support. A solution of 
supply management through attrition. 
Put enough dairy farmers out of busi
ness and the milk surplus will dis
appear. 

Thankfully, the administration's pro
posal was not warmly welcomed in 
Congress. Yet the administration's re
fusal to consider any kind of meaning
ful supply management program for 
the dairy industry made it virtually 
impossible to enact the type of diary 
program that many of us believe is nec
essary. A program that offers some de
gree of market and price stability for 
this country's dairy farmers. 

As a result, the 1990 farm bill did not 
address the issue of supply manage
ment. Instead, USDA was directed to 
solicit and analyze supply management 
proposals from the dairy industry, and 
come back to Congress with a rec
ommendation on a supply management 
program this year. 

Now, Mr. President, USDA received 
almost 100 supply management propos
als. Some were mandatory programs; 
some were voluntary. Some were per
manent; some were designed as standby 
programs. 

One would have thought that USDA 
could have found a supply management 
program to its liking out of all of these 
proposals. But USDA came back with a 
recommendation that no changes to 
the current program are necessary. 

What I find so discouraging about 
this recommendation-or lack there
of-is that it was made on June 14 of 
this year. It was made when milk 
prices were at their lowest level since 
1978. It was made after 60 Members of 
this body went on record in support of 
a temporary price increase for dairy 

farmers. It was made at a time when 
there is virtually no disagreement that 
changes to the dairy program are need
ed. 

As a result, the National Milk Pro
ducers Federation-a national associa
tion of dairy cooperatives-came to
gether and forged a consensus on rec
ommended changes to the dairy pro
gram. That consensus is the basis of 
the Family Dairy Farm Protection Act 
of 1991. 

Now I have to say that I do not agree 
with everything in this bill. I have a 
fundamental disagreement with ex
empting certain regions of the country 
from any supply management program. 
We have a national market for milk. 
And we have a national surplus. And, 
in my opinion, all regions-and all 
dairy farmers-should be held account
able for that surplus. 

But I agree with the fundamental 
principles of this bill. I recognize that 
it represents a consensus that involved 
compromise from all regions of the 
country. And, more importantly, I am 
committed to seeing changes to the 
dairy program enacted this year. And 
this bill, the Family Dairy Farm Pro
tection Act, represents our greatest 
chance of succeeding in this effort. For 
that reason I am a cosponsor of this 
legislation. 

I am pleased to learn that the Agri
culture Committee plans to act on this 
bill this week. And I want to offer my 
thanks to the distinguished chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee, Senator 
LEAHY, for his continued commitment 
to seeking changes in the dairy pro
gram this year. And I hope that we can 
bring this legislation to the floor be
fore the August recess. 

But I am not optimistic. I am not op
timistic because the administration 
has threatened to veto a similar bill 
that was recently reported by the 
House Agriculture Committee. And 
that, Mr. President, leads me to my 
conclusion here this morning. 

I disagree with this administration's 
position on dairy policy. I am discour
aged with this administration's refusal 
to consider any form of supply manage
ment program for the dairy industry. 
And I am tired of being told that Con
gress should not propose dairy program 
changes that the administration will 
not support. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I do not 
know what changes-if any-the ad
ministration will support. Because 
even a compromise offered in the 
House Agriculture Committee was not 
embraced by USDA. And frankly, Mr. 
President, I no longer care. If the ad
ministration refuses to engage in seri
ous negotiations, then I believe we 
should press ahead without them. 

I do not want to send a dairy bill to 
the President that will be vetoed. Be
cause I do not want a partisan fight, I 
want a solution. And I want a solution 
this year. But if getting that solution 

means forcing the issue with the ad
ministration, then so so be it. 

So, for that reason, I urge my col
leagues on the Agriculture Committee 
to move on this legislation as soon as 
possible, so that we can bring this bill 
to the floor within the next 2 weeks. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to stand today to cosponsor 
legislation to strengthen our current 
dairy program. I want to compliment 
the hard work of Chairman LEAHY in 
introducing this important legislation. 

Mr. President, I also want to com
mend Senator KOHL from Wisconsin 
who, while not a member of the Agri
culture Committee, has devoted con
siderable time and effort to helping us 
write this legislation. 

Most Americans are not aware that 
dairy prices have hit their lowest point 
in 13 years. Few Americans know that 
dairy farmers all over the country are 
struggling to keep their operations 
going on the same price they received 
in 1977. 

It is ironic that at this time of crisis 
for the American dairy industry, the 
administration is claiming that the 
Government's present dairy program is 
functioning well. A USDA study re
leased June 14, 1991, States that "no 
new plan to help dairy farmers and pre
vent over production is better than the 
Government's current program." 

That study was a waste of the Gov
ernment's money. It is simply not the 
case that the current dairy program is 
working. In real dollars, milk produc
ers are receiving about one-half of 
what they were only 14 years ago. To 
be able to make a living at that price, 
dairy farmers are expected to increase 
productivity at over 5 percent per year 
for 14 years-more than three times the 
rate of productivity gain for the United 
States. 

In my State of North Dakota, we are 
losing one dairy farmer daily-not 
monthly, not weekly, but daily. One 
dairy farmer per day is going out of 
business in my State as a result of poor 
dairy prices and high operating costs. 
In 1985, there were 3,400 dairy farmers 
in North Dakota. By 1988, that number 
had dropped to 2,500. Today, Mr. Presi
dent, there are just over 1,500 dairy 
farmers in North Dakota. 

Mr. President, we are liquidating an 
industry. More important, we are liq
uidating a way of life, I think we need 
to ask ourselves, is that really what we 
want the policy of the United States to 
be? Do we want to liquidate a way of 
life in this country? 

Many people have argued that dairy 
farmers should not get an increase in 
price to compensate for inflation or 
even part of inflation because it would 
be unfair to consumers. In fact, some of 
that argument comes from the distin
guished news media. I note with some 
interest, Mr. President, that in 1977 
you could buy a Washington Post for 15 



July 23, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 19387 
cents and the Sunday addition for 20 
cents, and dairy farmers received about 
$10 per hundredweight for their milk. 
Today dairy producers still get about 
$10 per hundredweight for their milk, 
but it costs 25 cents per day for the 
Washington Post and $1.25 for the Sun
day Post. The Washington Post had 
enough economic power to beat infla
tion-their prices have risen by 37 per
cent more than the rate of inflation 
since 1977. 

This bill provides that dairy produc
ers receive an increase equal to just 25 
percent of the rate of inflation since 
1977-that is not asking too much, not 
25 percent more than inflation-just 25 
percent of inflation. 

We all know that improved animal 
husbandry techniques have led to pro
ductivity gains. However, even allow
ing for productivity growth of 2 per
cent per year would still mean that 
milk should be about $17 per hundred
weight today, not $10. 

Mr. President, our bankrupt dairy 
farmers are not a sign of inefficiency. 
The bankruptcies are a sign of a dairy 
program that is not helping the effi
cient producers it was designed to as
sist. 

For some time now the dairy pro
gram has been operating to the det
riment of dairy producers. Gross pro
ducer income in real dollars is down 15 
percent since 1977 while output is up 25 
percent. Consumers are getting more 
milk from farmers at a lower total 
cost; but those farmers are going bank
rupt. We need a positive response from 
USDA, not a do-nothing approach. 

Today's dairy farmers are in trouble 
because our dairy program is not assur
ing them the price they need to keep 
operating. Dairy farmers are not ask
ing for the Sun and the Moon. The bill 
proposed by the dairy cooperatives, and 
embodied in Senator LEAHY's bill, 
would mean that dairy farmers would 
receive a pay raise of about 1.5 percent 
per year for the past 14 years when in
flation averaged 5.2 percent per year. 
In other words, even with the improved 
price in the Leahy bill, dairy producers 
are expected to increase their produc
tivity by 3. 7 percent per year to sur
vive. The administration and some oth
ers apparently feel that the dairy farm
er needs no increase in pay after 14 
years. How many other industries are 
expected to make such rapid gains in 
productivity to stay in business? 

The American consumer pays a lower 
percent of his income for food than do 
the consumers of any other country in 
the world-about 10 percent. The Amer
ican consumer pays so little because 
our farm programs have worked to the 
benefit of our consumers. 

I have one strong reservation about 
this legislation. While USDA and other 
analysts agree that the legislation will 
have no long-term effects on the cattle 
industry, there is an impact in the first 
few months of implementation of a 

two-tier approach. I appreciate Chair
man LEAHY's willingness to work with 
me and other members of the commit
tee to add language to the bill to mini
mize the effects of implementation on 
the cattle industry. I will be asking for 
an assessment of the revised bill's im
pact on the cattle industry. In addi
tion, I will be looking at additional 
amendments to further minimize the 
impact on the cattle industry. Before I 
vote for final passage of the bill, I must 
be convinced that as much as possible 
has been done to minimize the effects 
on the cattle industry. 

I am also concerned that the new leg
islation will encourage dairymen to 
produce milk to build production his
tory. I will have an amendment to min
imize the incentive to build production 
history. 

Let me close by stating once again 
that I am pleased to support this legis
lation with the above noted reserva
tions. I am committed to developing a 
workable improvement in our dairy 
program. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the 
Nation's dairy farmers are now facing 
the worst economic situation they 
have experienced in many years. Unless 
something is done soon, it is likely to 
get much worse. The dairy legislation 
being introduced by Senator LEAHY 
today, entitled the Family Dairy Farm 
Protection Act, is designed not only to 
address the current situation, but to 
return stability to the industry for the 
long term. This legislation incor
porates some of the key principles of 
the National Dairy Act, which I intro
duced several weeks ago. 

Prices for dairy producers have col
lapsed by 30 percent. Dairy farmers 
across the nation are leaving the farm 
as a result of continued losses and in
creasing debt. Worse yet, recent indica
tions from the administration are that 
USDA plans to do nothing to address 
this crisis. In fact, President Bush has 
gone as far as to suggest he will veto 
any bill that differs significantly from 
the current program. 

The problem with that head-in-the
sand approach is that the current dairy 
program has proven to be inadequate. 
When support prices are high, produc
ers respond with increased production 
that causes large surpluses and high 
government costs. When the support 
price is too low, as is currently the 
case, large numbers of producers are 
forced out of business, and the market 
experiences dramatic price swings. 

We need to adopt a program that will 
keep people on the farm, contain gov
ernment costs at present levels, and 
provide price stability for both con
sumers and producers. The two-tier 
price approach, which was included in 
my earlier bill and is a key element of 
the Leahy legislation, is the only pol
icy option that satisfies all of these 
criteria. The first tier price will be 
paid for milk produced within a pro-

ducer's marketing base. A lower, sec
ond-tier price, will be paid for all milk 
produced above a producer's marketing 
base. While some producer flexibility 
may be lost under such a system, many 
efficient producers who are being 
forced out of business have found that 
the current system offers them only 
one choice-quit, or lose everything. 

The most ironic statement to come 
out of USDA in years is that if efforts 
are taken to increase dairy prices, 
consumer prices will increase cor
respondingly. If anything positive has 
come out of the dairy price crisis, it is 
that consumers are beginning to real
ize that low prices on the farm do not 
necessarily translate into lower retail 
prices. Prices to dairy farmers for their 
product have dropped by nearly 30 per
cent, yet the price of dairy products in 
the Nation's grocery stores has hardly 
budged a penny. 

This is the reality that people have 
to grasp if we are to hope for success in 
designing a dairy policy that will keep 
families on the farm. We must realize 
that a strong farm program is in the 
Nation's own best interest. If we con
tinue to allow the needless sacrifice of 
our farmers, consumer prices will re
main high while a host of new, costly 
problems are created in rural commu
nities. 

In the past, the cattle industry has 
been generally skeptical of reforms in 
dairy policy because of the potential 
effects reform might have on the cattle 
market. This case is not an exception. 
The beef industry is worried that a 
dairy program that limits the amount 
of milk a producer can market will re
sult in increased numbers of dairy cat
tle being slaughtered, thereby putting 
downward pressure on cattle prices. 

I am very sensitive to this concern. 
Any dairy program I support will ulti
mately have to address this concern by 
ensuring that any increased dairy cow 
marketing will be spread out over a pe
riod of time in order to minimize short
term effects on the cattle market. In 
the long run, a two-tier dairy program 
will prove to be beneficial to the beef 
industry by ensuring an orderly entry 
of dairy cattle to the slaughter mar
ket. Without a dairy reform package 
that returns stability to the industry, 
beef producers will have to continue to 
face the effects of periodic cycles of 
heavy culling in the dairy industry 
that results from wild fluctuations in 
milk prices. 

I want to stress that the work being 
done on the dairy program should not 
be viewed in isolation, but as one piece 
of a puzzle. One of the reasons I op
posed the 1990 farm bill was becam~e it 
did not employ sufficient mechanisms 
to maintain prices. Today, we can see 
the effect of this omission in both 
grain and dairy prices. As we debate 
dairy policy, we must not forget the 
lessons of the 1990 farm bill. Failure to 
take a strong stand now and get a fair 
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program for the Nation's dairy produc
ers would be a disturbing omen for the 
Nation's other agricultural producers. 

Time and again, both in-Washington 
and when I am home, I hear from 
proud, hard-working, efficient farmers 
that it is not a handout they are 
after-just a chance. Congress must de
sign and enact dairy legislation that 
gives producers a chance. It will not be 
an easy task, but, for the future of 
rural America and other farm pro
grams, we really do not have any other 
choice. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. DOMENIC!): 

S. 1528. A bill to establish the 
Mimbres Culture National Monument 
and to establish an archeological pro
tection system for Mimbres sites in the 
State of New Mexico, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

MIMBRES CULTURE NATIONAL MONUMENT 
ESTABLISHMENT ACT 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing together with 
my colleague, Senator DOMENIC!, an 
important piece of legislation for our 
State ·and I believe for the Nation, leg
islation entitled the Mimbres Culture 
National Monument Establishment Act 
of 1991. 

This legislation is intended to create 
a protection system for Mimbres sites 
throughout southwestern New Mexico. 

The measure follows the enactment 
of the National Mimbres Culture Study 
Act of 1988. The act directed the Sec
retary of the Interior to analyze the 
significance of Mimbres culture, to 
identify sites appropriate for under
standing and interpreting the culture; 
to recommend preserving known 
Mimbres resources located in and 
around Silver City, NM, and to outline 
the development of a facility that will 
allow for public education and under
standing of this important culture re
source. 

The National Park Service study is 
complete. It is now time to introduce 
legislation to implement many of the 
study's recommendations. Creating a 
national monument will recognize the 
international significance of the cul
tural resource properties associated 
with the Mimbres culture and would 
protect and interpret these resources 
for the benefit and the enjoyment of 
present and future generations. 

Mr. President, I would just point out 
to the Senate that this is legislation 
that was introduced in the last Con
gress. At the time it was introduced, 
there were objections raised by land
owners and by others in the commu
nity. Objections and concerns were 
raised about the amount of land that 
the Federal Government was proposing 
to acquire, concerns were raised about 
water rights that people felt or feared 
might be threatened, concerns were 
raised that the rural way of life which 

many people have moved to southwest
ern New Mexico to enjoy might be 
threatened by this legislation. 

In response to those concerns, I have 
met with many people in this area, in 
southwestern New Mexico, and in my 
home town of Silver City, and along 
the Mimbres River and the Gila River. 

My colleague, Senator DOMENIC!, I 
know has also met with many of our 
cons ti tu en ts there to hear their con
cerns and try to be responsive to those. 

I am very pleased to report that the 
legislation we are introducing today 
accommodates those concerns to the 
greatest extent that we can. The legis
lation does reduce the amount of land 
the Federal Government will acquire. 
It makes it very clear that water 
rights are not to be disturbed, private 
water rights. It makes it very clear 
that we are trying to develop a monu
ment, provide the protection for these 
sites, provide the interpretation and 
the ability of people to understand the 
significance of this culture resources 
with the least possible interference 
with activities as they now exists in 
that area of our State. 

Mr. President, I am very pleased that 
my colleague, Senator DOMENIC!, has 
taken the personal interest in this that 
he has. I know that he spent a substan
tial amount of time not only visiting 
some of the sites but talking with local 
people there, and I am very pleased 
that he has found changes that could 
be made in the legislation which I was 
very pleased to agree to that will ac
commodate his concerns and the con
cerns of those that he met with. 

So, Mr. President, I commend this 
legislation to the full Senate, and I 
hope that the full Senate will support 
me and Senator DOMENIC! in the enact
ment of this legislation. 

Mr. President, I rise today to intro
duce legislation to establish the 
Mimbres Culture National Monument 
and to create a protection system for 
Mimbres sites in southwestern New 
Mexico. I am pleased to be joined today 
by my distinguished colleague from 
New Mexico, Senator DOMENIC!. 

This measure follows the enactment 
of the National Mimbres Culture Study 
Act of 1988, which I introduced. The act 
directed the Secretary of the Interior 
to analyze the significance of the 
Mimbres culture, to identify sites ap
propriate for understanding and inter
preting the culture, to recommend pre
serving known Mimbres resources lo
cated in and around Silver City, NM, 
and to outline the development of a fa
cility that would allow for public edu
cation and enjoyment. 

The National Park Service study is 
complete and it is now time to intro
duce legislation to implement many of 
the study's recommendations. Creating 
a new national monument would recog
nize the international significance of 
the culture resource properties associ
ated with the Mimbres culture, and 

would protect and interpret these re
sources for the benefit and enjoyment 
of present and future generations. 

My home State of New Mexico is rich 
in cultural resources. People have lived 
there for at least 11,000 years. Three 
great civilizations-the Anasazi, the 
Hohokam, and the Mogollon-flour
ished in the southwest region. Each of 
these cultures expressed a particular 
adaptation to their specific environ
ment. 

The most significant expression of 
the Mogollon culture was left by those 
who are known today as the Mimbres 
people. The origin and demise of the 
Mimbres tradition are not fully under
stood; however, we do know that the 
Mimbres people lived between A.D. 200 
and 1150. 

The region occupied by the Mimbres 
people extended from southwestern 
New Mexico into southeastern Arizona 
and the northern Chihuahua State of 
Mexico. Today, many of the Mimbres 
sites are in the river valleys of 
Mimbres, Gila, and San Francisco that 
surround present day Silver City, NM. 

Originally, the Mimbres people lived 
as nomadic hunters and gatherers. 
After A.D. 200, they began to build ag
ricultural villages consisting of a few 
hundred people. They supplemented 
their farming with hunting and forag
ing. They excelled in agricultural de
velopment which included the creation 
of sophisticated stream diversion and 
canal irrigation systems. 

Semi-subterranean pithouses were re
placed around A.D. 1000 with masonry 
villages, achieving levels of population 
density unknown by other contem
porary southwestern societies. Some of 
the pueblos built during the later 
Mimbres period of occupation are 
among the largest in the Southwest. 
We are only now becoming truly aware 
of the significance of the large pueblos 
and extensive irrigation systems asso
ciated with the Mimbres tradition. The 
Mimbres peoples' successful adaptation 
to their semi-arid environment could 
well hold lessons for us today. 

The Mimbres tradition is best known 
for the development of an extraor
dinary decorated pottery characterized 
by striking black-on-white painted mo
tifs. Mimbres pottery went through a 
series of well-defined changes from 
early to late periods, but it is the later 
black-on-white pottery that distin
guishes Mimbres ceramic art. 

Some of these black-on-white pots 
are painted with highly complex geo
metric designs, but the most intriguing 
works are beautifully executed rep
resentational designs, including paint
ings of plants, animals as well as hu
mans any mythological beings. The 
mythical beings sometimes exhibit a 
combination of animal features and are 
often shown interacting with humans 
or animals. Scenes of pottery-making, 
food gathering, hunting, planting, 
childbirth, story-telling, swimming, 
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gambling, and many other activities 
are also depicted on Mimbres pottery. 
Mimbres art is a unique visual resource 
that reveals the world of the Mimbres 
people and gives us glimpses into their 
intellectual and spiritual lives. 

Mimbres pottery currently possesses 
an international reputation; about 
7,000 pieces are displayed in museums 
around the world. Scholarly and popu
lar literature has documented and at
tested to the beauty and craftsmanship 
of the work. Mimbres pottery is per
haps the single most famous pre
historic American Indian art style. 

The pottery first came to public no
tice through archeology of the South
west. During the 1870's and 1880's, ac
counts of ruins in the Southwest began 
to receive widespread attention in the 
East. These accounts focused on the 
cliff dwellings of Mesa Verde and the 
ruins of Chaco Canyon, but the ruins of 
the Mimbres area were also known to 
early archeologists. 

It was not until the second decade of 
the 20th century that J. Walter Fewkes 
of the Smithsonian Institution made a 
reconnaissance of the Mimbres area 
and brought back the first collection of 
Mimbres pottery to the Smithsonian 
and the Museum of the American In
dian in New York. His discovery led to 
a wave of scientific excavations in the 
1920's and early 1930's. These exca
vations produced the first good evi
dence of the full range of Mimbres ma
terial culture. Several hundred rooms 
were excavated and over 2,500 painted 
bowls were removed. 

As a result of the 1988 National 
Mimbres Culture Study Act, the Na
tional Park Service [NPSJ has evalu
ated 22 of the largest, most well
known, and nationally significant sites 
in the Silver City area. These sites 
span a period of about 1,700 years and 
include numerous pithouses, room 
blocks, rock art, and ceramic and li thic 
materials, as well as agricultural irri
gation systems. Some Mimbres sites 
have been vandalized and destroyed by 
looters, but outstanding Mimbres sites, 
that have a relatively high degree of 
integrity, still exist in the Silver City 
area. 

In addition to the NPS study, there 
have been meetings with individuals 
and organizations that have rec
ommended alternative sites for inclu
sion in the monument. I have talked 
with local residents and visited some of · 
these areas with them. The bill I am 
introducing has been written to reflect 
our discussions. 

While interest in Mimbres culture 
and art is international in scope, no 
unit of the National Park System or 
for that matter, any other agency, is 
dedicated to the preservation and in
terpretation of the Mimbres culture. 
My bill is intended to protect Mimbres 
resources and to provide for their in
terpretation, scientific study, and edu
cational use. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today would create a new unit of the 
National Park System dedicated to the 
Mimbres culture. For of the sites-the 
Cameron Creek, Maddock, TJ Ruin, 
and Woodrow Units-evaluated in the 
National Park Service study will com
prise the new national monument. In 
addition, a Mimbres Archeological Site 
Protection System would be estab
lished to coordinate the protection of 
other Mimbres cultural properties. 
Mimbres sites have been looted for dec
ades. Indian graves have been ravaged 
by pothunters seeking ceramics that 
had been buried with the dead. The Ar
cheological Protection System will 
help preserve the remaining sites that 
are left to us and future generations. 

A visitor center for the interpreta
tion of Mimbres culture, including ex
hibits of Mimbres material culture and 
general visitor orientation, will be de
veloped in Silver City as part of the na
tional monument. On-site interpreta
tion will also be considered for appro
priate ruins in order to facilitate pub
lic understanding and enjoyment of 
some of their more subtle features. 

Through interpretation and edu
cation, visitors can better comprehend 
the architectural, artistic, social and 
economic achievements of the Mimbres 
tradition, the relationship of the 
Mimbres to the Mogollon, Salado, and 
Casa Grandes cultures, and the tie be
tween the Mimbres people and the 
land. 

The National Park Service will co
ordinate with public and private enti
ties in establishing, planning, and man
aging the Mimbres Culture National 
Monument and the Mimbres archeolog
ical site protection system. For exam
ple, Western New Mexico University 
and the National Park Service will 
work cooperatively to provide curato
rial services of Mimbres cultural mate
rials. 

The National Park Service will also 
provide leadership in coordinating the 
efforts of the various landowners, such 
as Federal, State, and local agencies, 
foundations, private individuals, and 
others, involved in the Mimbres ar
cheological site protection system. An 
advisory committee, representing 
these parties, will work with the Na
tional Park Service to promote the 
protection of Mimbres cultural re
sources and to provide for interpreta
tion and research. 

My goal is to foster public under
standing of this Nation's rich heritage 
and provide for additional protection 
for Mimbres cultural resources. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this legislation to protect and preserve 
this important part of our past for the 
benefit of present and future genera
tions. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be placed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1528 
. Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Mimbres 
Culture National Monument Establishment 
Act of 1991'' . 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) the prehistoric Mimbres tradition was 

the most significant expression of the 
Mogollon culture, and represents 1 of 3 great 
prehistoric civilizations of the American 
Southwest; 

(2) the Mimbres and Gila River valleys, in
cluding the Silver City, New Mexico, area, 
contain many Mimbres sites; 

(3) some of the Mimbres pueblos in these 
valleys were built during the classic phase of 
that culture in the 11th century and are 
among the largest in the southwestern Unit
ed States; 

(4) the Mimbres people developed sophisti
cated canal irrigation technology prior to 
the Anasazi Culture; 

(5) the Mimbres material culture is epito
mized by distinctive and strikingly painted 
black-on-white pottery that is recognized as 
the consummation of several formal, pic
torial, and iconographic traditions in the 
American Southwest; 

(6) Mimbres pottery is internationally 
known and is probably the single most fa
mous prehistoric American art style; 

(7) many Mimbres sites have been vandal
ized or destroyed, and remaining sites are 
threatened by further vandalism and illegal 
pot-hunting; and 

(8) in light of the national significance of 
the Mimbres sites and the urgent need to 
protect the valuable Mimbres cultural re
sources from vandalism and destruction, it is 
appropriate that a national monument be es
tablished in New Mexico. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this Act 
are-

(1) to recognize the nationally significant 
cultural resources associated with the pre
historic Mimbres tradition; 

(2) to provide for the protection and inter
pretation of these resources for the benefit 
and enjoyment of present and future genera
tions; 

(3) to facilitate research activities; and 
(4) to encourage government and private 

sector protection actions. 
SEC. 3. MJMBRES CULTURE NATIONAL MONU· 

MENT. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-There is established in the 

State of New Mexico the Mimbres Culture 
National Monument (hereafter in this Act 
referred to as the "Monument") as a unit of 
the National Park System, consisting of ap
proximately 959 acres, including the Cam
eron Creek, Mattocks, TJ Ruin, and Wood
row Units, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Mimbres Culture National Monu
ment", numbered 80,007-A and dated July 
1991. This map shall be kept on file and avail
able for public inspection in the office of the 
Director of the National Park Service, De
partment of the Interior, and in appropriate 
offices of the National Park Service in the 
State of New Mexico. 

(2) ACQUISITION OF LANDS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Within the boundaries of 

the Monument, the Secretary of the Interior 
(hereafter in this Act referred to as the " Sec-
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retary") may acquire lands and interests in 
lands by donation, purchase with donated or 
appropriated funds, or exchange. 

(B) FUTURE ADDITIONS.-No lands or inter
ests in lands added to the Monument after 
the date of enactment of this Act may be ac
quired without-

(i) the consent of the owner; and 
(ii) specific authorization by Congress. 
(C) RIGHT OF USE AND OCCUPANCY.-
(i) IN GENERAL.-Subject to negotiated 

agreements to ensure cultural resource pro
tection, an owner of improved property with
in the boundaries of the Monument may, on 
the date of the acquisition of the property, 
retain for the owner, and the owner's succes
sors or assigns, a right of use and occupancy 
of the property for such residential purposes 
as existed before August 2, 1991, for a term, 
as the owner may elect-

(!) of not more than 25 years; or 
(II) ending at the death of the owner or the 

owner's spouse, whichever is later. 
(ii) PAYMENT.-The Secretary shall pay to 

the owner the difference between-
(!) the fair market value of the property on 

the date of the acquisition; and 
(II) the fair market value on that date of 

the right retained by the owner. 
(3) VISITOR CENTER.-The Secretary shall 

establish a visitor center and administrative 
headquarters for the Monument in Silver 
City, New Mexico, and may acquire, through 
donation, purchase with donated or appro
priated funds, or exchange, up to 3 acres of 
land in Silver City for that purpose. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall ad

minister, manage, and protect the Monu
ment-

(A) in accordance with this Act and the 
laws generally applicable to the administra
tion of the units of the National Park Sys
tem, including the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 
Stat. 535, chapter 408; 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), and 
the Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666, chap
ter 593; 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.); and 

(B) in such manner as to preserve, for the 
benefit and enjoyment of present and future 
generations, its cultural and natural re
sources, and to provide for interpretation of 
and research relating to those resources. 

(2) CURATORIAL OPERATION.-The Secretary 
may enter into a cooperative agreement with 
Western New Mexico University for the pur
pose of establishing a curatorial operation 
for the care and maintenance of Mimbres 
cultural materials. The cooperative agree
ment may include agreements to provide 
funding assistance to Western New Mexico 
University for curatorial needs. 

(3) RESEARCH PLAN.-The Secretary shall 
develop a research plan in cooperation with 
other Federal agencies, institutions, and pri
vate entities to evaluate broad aspects of the 
Mimbres tradition. The Secretary may enter 
into cooperative agreements with other Fed
eral agencies, institutions, and private enti
ties to implement the research plan. 

(4) RESEARCH SITE.-The Secretary shall 
administer the Woodrow Unit primarily as a 
research site. General public use facilities 
shall not be provided at the Woodrow Unit. 

(5) WATER RIGHTS.-Any water right re
quired by the Secretary to carry out the pur
poses for which the Monument is established 
shall be-

(A) limited to a right within the units of 
the Monument; and 

(B) acquired and transferred for use within 
the Monument in accordance with State law. 

(6) IRRIGATION DITCH MANAGEMENT.-If 
lands within the Monument boundaries are 
occupied or utilized for irrigation ditches on 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary shall not interfere with the continued 
use, maintenance, and operation of the irri
gation ditches. 

(C) GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 3 years 

after funding is made available to carry out 
this subsection, the Secretary shall prepare 
and transmit to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources of the Senate and the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of 
the House of Representatives a general man
agement plan for the Monument consistent 
with the purposes of this Act. The plan shall 
include-

(A) a statement of the numbers of visitors 
and types of visitor use within the Monu
ment that can be accommodated consistent 
with the protection of the resources; 

(B) a general development plan for the 
Monument, including-

(i) a description of facilities needed to ac
commodate public use and to provide for re
source protection; and 

(ii) an estimate of the cost of these facili
ties; 

(C) a long-range strategy for completion 
of-

(i) the research plan; 
(ii) resource inventories; 
(iii) resource nominations, as authorized 

under section 4(a)(3); and 
(iv) protection of cultural resources of the 

Monument; 
(D) details of cooperative agreements and 

other actions with agencies and Western New 
Mexico University that will be undertaken 
to accomplish the purposes of this Act and to 
protect resources within the Monument; 

(E) an interpretive plan for units of the 
Monument and for the visitor center, which 
shall include arrangements with other agen
cies and dissemination of information on the 
Masau Trail; and 

(F) a feasibility analysis of the WS Ranch 
archeological site including the potential for 
public use and interpretation, and manage
ment options. 

(2) CONSULTATION.-The Secretary shall 
consult with American Indian groups, in
cluding the Zuni Tribe, for the preparation 
of those aspects of the plan required under 
paragraphs (l)(C)(iv) and (l)(E). 
SEC. 4. MIMBRES CULTURE ARCHEOLOGICAL 

SITE PROTECTION SYSTEM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-To encourage the protec

tion, interpretation, research, and integra
tion of information about the Mimbres tradi
tion, there is established the Mimbres Cul
ture Archeological Site Protection System 
(hereafter referred to in this Act as the "sys
tem"), as generally depicted on a map enti
tled "Mimbres Culture Archeological Site 
Protection System", numbered 

and dated 

(2) PUBLICLY OWNED SITES.-Eleven 
Federal- and State-owned archeological sites 
shall comprise the initial system. These 
are-

( A) in the Mimbres Valley
(!) Black Mountain; 
(ii) Cottonwood; 
(iii) Gatton Park; 
(iv) Lake Roberts; 
(v) Old Town; and 
(vi) Pony Hills; 
(B) in the Silver City area, the Pine Flat; 
(C) in the Gila Valley-
(!) Red Rock Cemetery; and 
(ii) Red Rock Pithouse; 
(D) in the San Francisco Valley, the WS 

Ranch; and 

(E) in the Rio Grande Valley, the Rio 
Vista. 

(3) PRIVATEL y OWNED SITES.-The system 
may also in9lude privately owned Mimbres 
sites. An owner of a private site may nomi
nate the site for inclusion in the system by 
not later than 3 years after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, acting 

through the Director of the National Park 
Service, and in consultation and cooperation 
with affected agencies, shall administer the 
system in a manner that will provide protec
tion for Mimbres cultural resources and pro
vide for interpretation and research opportu
nities. 

(2) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-
(A) AUTHORIZATION.-The Secretary and 

the Secretary of Agriculture may enter into 
cooperative agreements with other Federal, 
State, and local agencies, foundations, pri
vate landowners, and other persons for the 
purposes of site system administration and 
management, protection, research, and in
terpretation. 

(B) EXPENDITURES.-Federal funds may be 
expended on non-Federal sites through coop
erative agreements with, and the willing 
consent of, landowners. 

(3) NON-FEDERAL SITES.-Non-Federal pro
tection sites shall be managed through coop
erative agreements with landowners as au
thorized under paragraph (2). Nothing in this 
Act shall be deemed to be authority for the 
Federal Government to acquire non-Federal 
sites for the system. 

(C) JOINT MANAGEMENT PLAN.-Not later 
than 3 years after funding is made available 
to carry out this section, the Secretary, act
ing through the Director of the National 
Park Service, and in cooperation with the 
State of New Mexico, the United States For
est Service, the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, and private landowners, shall prepare 
and transmit to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources of the Senate and the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of 
the House of Representatives a joint man
agement plan that shall include-

(1) general administrative arrangements; 
(2) protection measures and their cost; 
(3) research needs and plans; 
(4) interpretive plans and opportunities; 
(5) cooperative agreements and their cost; 
(6) a listing of all private sites to be in-

cluded in the system; and 
(7) guidelines for cooperative agreements 

as authorized under subsection (b)(2). 
(d) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.-The Secretary 

shall establish an advisory committee, com
posed of representatives of Federal and State 
government agencies, and other interested 
parties, to provide guidance in the prepara
tion of the joint management plan and im
plementation measures. 

(e) RESEARCH AND REPORT.-Not later than 
3 years after funding is made available to 
carry out this subsection, the Secretary 
shall-

( A) undertake research to locate additional 
Mimbres sites on Federal lands in New Mex
ico; and 

(B) submit to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources of the Senate and the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of 
the House of Representatives, a report that 
provides recommendations for additions to 
or deletions from the list of archeological 
protection sites in subsection (a)(2). 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
each fiscal year such sums as are necessary 
to carry out this Act. 
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Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, first 

let me say that this Mimbres monu
ment and preservation scene happens 
to be the home county, the county of 
birth of Senator BINGAMAN and, frank
ly, I think it is fair to say that one of 
the most unique distinguished and 
credible American Indian cultures is 
the Mimbres culture. Mimbres are 
known for a lot of things. But many 
across the world are familiar with their 
pottery, very valuable, very unique, 
very distinguished, and very distinc
tive. It so happens that we made a mis
take by not doing something much ear
lier to preserve the history of this 
American Indian culture. 

Frankly, I do not believe we would 
have done anything but for the fact 
that Senator BINGAMAN who comes 
from that part of New Mexico decided a 
couple years ago to get started, and we 
did it together, in an orderly way. It 
was looked at by our Federal Govern
ment. Contributions were absolutely 
unequivocal that we better move and 
preserve what we could or we would 
only have a culture found in pottery 
and in various artifacts around . the 
world. They would be in London, New 
York, Chicago, and Albuquerque, but 
we would not have anything there. 

Frankly, because many, many people 
in growing numbers do not trust the 
Federal Government, especially when 
it comes to acquiring real estate, the 
first bill that was introduced created a 
significant firestorm about the issues 
that Senator BINGAMAN has talked 
about. 

I will say now, unequivocally, I went 
to the site. I have talked to enough 
people, and I am absolutely convinced 
that on the major sites, so-called 
Maddock site, it was a controversial 
site because there is some development 
around there and some people thought 
they knew more about it than those ex
pert archaeologists, and so we were 
being besieged with people saying you 
do not need it. Go somewhere else. 

I am convinced today, as I join in an 
amended bill, that it is the right site. 
I am convinced that when we acquire it 
and the archaeologists go to work with 
the Park Service, we will have an en
tire Mimbres village in place under
ground and everything that goes with 
it will be on this site. I do not doubt it 
now at all. 

I believe some of the property owners 
who were opposed because we all had to 
work at this, I think they are now, 
some of them, are convinced it is the 
right site. In fact, I spoke last night, as 
I told Senator BINGAMAN, to Mr. Wil
son, one of those most affected on site. 
He now has convinced himself by talk
ing to some experts who were on the 
site that it is the right site. 

We have amended the bill so that we 
cannot under any circumstance with
out coming back to Congress take addi
tional land. We have amended the bill 
to define the water rights and we per-

mit some of the occupants of the site 
to take a life estate that they desire, 
to use if for their life instead of acquir
ing it now. I do not believe we are 
going to have any problems in that re
gard. In fact, I believe most of them 
will prefer to sell out and we will have 
to pay them a market value and that 
may be an argument as to what that is 
because of various strained interpreta
tions of the law. Nonetheless, we will 
proceed with reference to it, and I be
lieve it is affordable. 

So I believe we will have both a mu
seum ultimately in that part of the 
United States for this culture and its 
pottery and artifacts, and we will have 
a viewable, visible, onsite remnants of 
this Indian culture for people to see 
and experts to study for decades to 
come. I think that is a rather good 
achievement if we can get it done rath
er quickly and I believe we can. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 1529. A bill to enable communities 

to develop community opportunity sys
tems in order to improve economic op
portunity for their low-income resi
dents through the restructuring of pro
grams providing services and benefits, 
to meet the identified priori ties of the 
community and the needs of the indi
viduals and families to be served; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY ACT 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to introduce the Community 
Opportunity Act of 1991 on behalf of 
the administration. This measure rep
resents a lot of creative and thoughtful 
effort on the part of President Bush, 
Secretary Sullivan, and their key staff, 
and I hope the Senate will give it the 
serious consideration it deserves. 

It should be obvious to everyone by 
now-after nearly 30 years of the war 
on poverty-that we need to come up 
with more effective delivery systems 
for assistance programs. Currently, our 
programs are fragmented, uncoordi
nated, duplicative, and frequently miss 
their marks. The "trickle down" ap
proach to providing resources only 
means funds are siphoned off for ad
ministrative costs along the way. 

Some of my colleagues might advo
cate creation of a new entity at the top 
level to coordinate these overlapping 
programs. But, Mr. President, it does 
not make much sense to me to create a 
new program to coordinate programs. 
In my view, that approach simply adds 
a new layer of administration and bu
reaucracy and would not result in more 
efficient service delivery. 

What will work, Mr. President, are 
local initiatives to leverage available 
resources. The Community Oppor
tunity Act of 1991 is intended to break 
down the barriers to innovative, lo
cally designed programs to target as
sistance to low-income citizens. 

First, it encourages elimination of 
the bureaucratic middlemen. Funds 

would go directly to the entity running 
the program. 

Second, it encourages communities 
to put their own ideas forward. The 
Federal Government is not the fount of 
all wisdom. We have all seen some very 
impressive public-private partnerships 
at the local level; but, Federal regula
tions for specific programs sometimes 
inhibit the development and implemen
tation of these ideas. This bill provides 
the mechanism for localities to obtain 
waivers of those regulations when it 
would benefit the needy citizens of that 
community. 

Mr. President, I commend the Bush 
administration for suggesting this leg
islation. It may not solve every prob
lem we have in the public assistance 
area; but, it is certainly on the right 
track. We cannot claim to have truly 
helped those less fortunate when we 
waste so much time and money spin
ning our wheels. This legislation will 
help get us out of the rut. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill, a fact 
sheet prepared by the administration, 
and the transmittal letter from Sec
retary Sullivan be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1529 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That this Act may be 
cited as the "Community Opportunity Act of 
1991". 

PURPOSE; FEDERAL ADMINISTRATOR 

SEC. 2. (a) It is the purpose of this Act to 
declare the need and provide the necessary 
authority for the development of new ap
proaches to increase economic opportunity 
and opportunities for self-sufficiency, imple
mented through restructured delivery sys
tems at the community level, so that in the 
case of each system-

(1) services and benefits for low-income in
dividuals and families funded under categor
ical or other single or limited purpose Fed
eral programs, can be integrated and restruc
tured at the community level, through the 
increased discretion and flexibility afforded 
to the community by this Act, to increase 
the economic opportunity and self-suffi
ciency of those individuals and families; 

(2) the system is neighborhood or commu
nity based, with a specified target group or 
groups of beneficiaries; 

(3) the individuals and families to be 
served can participate in the design and im
plementation of the comprehensive system 
for the delivery of services and benefits; and 

(4) the delivery system affords individuals 
and families in the target group of bene
ficiaries the maximum choice and control 
over the range, source, and objectives of the 
services and benefits to be provided. 

(b) In order to provide a single focal point 
for the administration at the Federal level of 
government of the authorities provided 
under this Act, the President shall designate 
an official of the Executive Branch, or two or 
more such officials to act in concert as a 
panel. The designated official or officials 
(hereafter referred to as the "Federal admin
istrator") shall exercise the authorities con-
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ferred below, in consultation with all heads 
of Federal departments and agencies having 
programs that an applicant agency seeks to 
include in its restructured system, and shall 
make a recommendation to each such de
partment or agency head with respect to ap
proving the inclusion of a program for which 
such department or agency head has legal re
sponsibility, or the waiver of any Federal 
statutory or regulatory requirements appli
cable to that program. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 3. An agency eligible to submit an ap
plication under section 4 to conduct a dem
onstration may request, through the Federal 
administrator, technical assistance to aid in 
the development of the information nec
essary for the design and implementation of 
a restructured system for the integrated pro
vision of services and benefits to low-income 
individuals or families within one or more 
communities in the State. Assistance under 
this section may be provided only upon ap
plication therefor which describes, in such 
detail as the Federal administrator finds ap
propriate, the nature of the system which 
the applicant proposes to implement and the 
target group or groups. The application must 
also provide reasonable assurances that in 
the development of the application under 
section 4 the applicant agency will afford 
adequate opportunity for participation by 
the low-income individuals and families, and 
by any agency carrying out a human services 
program, within the community and that the 
application will be developed only after con
sidering fully the needs for services and ben
efits expressed by individuals and families, 
and the community priorities and available 
resources in the area served by the applicant 
agency. 

(b) The Federal administrator may request 
that the head of the Federal department or 
agency with the preponderance of Federal 
funds or Federal programs likely to be in
cluded in the applicant's system furnish 
technical assistance to the applicant. The 
department or agency head may, out of any 
appropriations available to him (or to his de
partment or agency), provide such assistance 
to the extent that he finds it will enhance 
the application and, ultimately, the success
ful conduct of the applicant's demonstration. 

COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY SYSTEMS 

SEC. 4. (a) In order to be eligible to submit 
an application under subsection (b), an agen
cy-

(1) must-
(A) be currently receiving or eligible to re

ceive Federal grant funds or other Federal fi
nancial assistance under one or more of the 
Federally funded programs proposed in the 
application to be included in the restruc
tured system, and 

(B) provide documentation of the concur
rence of each other non-Federal official or 
entity to which the Federal funds involved 
would otherwise be provided (either directly 
or through intervening levels of grantees or 
other recipients) and demonstrate that· it 
will have the cooperation of each such non
Federal official or entity in the applicant's 
implementation of the system, and 

(2) must provide assurance, found adequate 
by the Federal administrator, that-

(A) it has the ability to develop a commu
nity opportunity system and to implement 
the system, directly or through contractual 
or other arrangements, within a defined geo
graphic area, 

(B) it will implement effective fiscal con
trol and related procedures in order to ac
count for all Federal funds received for use 
in implementing the system, and 

(C) the low-income individuals and families 
within the geographic area in which the 
demonstration will be conducted have par
ticipated in the development of the system 
described in the application. 

(b) In order for an agency to implement a 
system under this Act, it must submit an ap
plication to the Federal administrator, 
which contains the following information: 

(1) the geographic area to be served and the 
rationale, in light of the goals of the commu
nity opportunity system to be conducted in 
that area, for so defining the service area; 

(2) the particular groups, by age, services 
needs, economic circumstances, or other de
fining factors, to whom services and benefits 
under the system will be targeted; 

(3) the way in which the system will in
crease the economic opportunity and self
sufficiency of the members of the target 
groups within the geographic area to be 
served, the specific goals and performance 
levels to be achieved (and how the dem
onstration is expected to attain those goals 
and performance levels), how those perform
ance levels will be measured, and a plan for 
the comprehensive evaluation of the impact 
on participants, community effects, and pro
gram costs; 

(4) those elements of the program design 
that will assist the individuals and families, 
after receiving full information about avail
able services and benefits and the providers, 
to participate actively in developing both 
long and short range plans for services and 
benefits, and in deciding other matters such 
as (A) the scope of services necessary and de
sired to meet the full range of the individ
ual's or family's needs, (B) the choice of pro
vider, and (C) any other choices affecting the 
service design for that individual or family; 

(5) the Federally funded programs to be in
cluded within the system and the services 
and benefits that will be available, including 
criteria for determining eligibility for serv
ices and benefits under the system, the serv
ices available, the amounts and form (such 
as cash, in-kind contributions, or financial 
instruments) of non-service benefits, and any 
other descriptive information the Federal 
administrator may find necessary to decide 
on the system's potential for success; 

(6) any Federal statutory or regulatory re
quirement applicable to a Federally funded 
program, for which waiver is sought in order 
to permit the applicant's system to be imple
mented; 

(7) the fiscal control and related account
ability procedures applicable to the system; 
and 

(8) such other information as the Federal 
administrator may require to determine 
whether the application should be approved 
or otherwise to carry out the provision of 
this Act. 

(c)(l) In the case of Federal funds which, 
pursuant to the relevant authorizing statute, 
are required to be paid to a non-Federal offi
cial or entity other than the applicant, the 
concurrence of the official or entity, as re
quired under subsection (a)(2)(C), shall con
stitute its consent for the appropriate Fed
eral official to pay directly to the applicant 
that portion of its funds that would other
wise be provided to such official or entity for 
the target group or groups within the geo
graphic area to be served by the system. 

(2) If the statute authorizing any such 
grant funds requires a non-Federal share, the 
application must describe, and provide assur
ance of the availability of, the requisite non
Federal funds with respect to all included 
Federal grants. 

(d) The Federal administrator may re
quest, in order to determine whether an ap-

plication should be approved, that the appli
cant provide a statement by the Attorney 
General of the State involved that there is 
authority under State law for the applicant 
agency to take all actions described in its 
application and implement the community 
opportunity system. 

APPROVAL OF APPLICATION 

SEC. 5. (a)(l) Upon receipt of an application 
to implement a community opportunity sys
tem, the Federal administrator shall provide 
a copy to the head of any Federal depart
ment or agency with responsibility for the 
administration of any Federally funded pro
gram to be included in the applicant's sys
tem. Actions, taken by the Federal adminis
trator to approve the inclusion of specific 
programs, or to waive program require
ments, shall only be taken with respect to 
programs for which he has responsibility 
under Federal law; he shall make rec
ommendations to each department or agency 
head with respect to programs of the depart
ment or agency that are proposed for inclu
sion in the applicant's system and each such 
department or agency head shall thereafter 
advise the Federal administrator whether 
the program has been approved for inclusion. 

(2) Except as provided in subsection (c)(3), 
the Federal administrator with respect to a 
Federally funded program for which he has 
responsibility, or the head of any Federal de
partment or agency with respect to a pro
gram included in an application for which he 
has responsibility, may waive any statutory 
or regulatory requirement applicable to that 
program (and substitute a lesser require
ment, where appropriate) if he finds it nec
essary for the program's inclusion in and 
successful contribution to the applicant's 
community opportunity system. 

(b)(l) The Federal administrator may ap
prove an application under this Act only if 
he finds that the design of the system, and 
the proposed plan for its ongoing operation, 
show substantial promise for the improved 
economic op port unity of the target groups to 
be served and the achievement of the pur
poses of this Act. 

(2) The Federal administrator may not ap
prove an application under this Act unless he 
finds that under the restructured system in
dividuals and families in the target groups 
who were previously assisted under one or 
more of the included programs will be able to 
reasonably meet the needs for which such in
cluded programs were originally designed. 

(3) The authority provided by this Act 
shall not be exercised in a manner that, with 
respect to any community opportunity sys
tem, increases total obligations or outlays of 
discretionary appropriations for programs 
included in the system, or that increases 
total obligations or outlays of funding for all 
direct-spending programs included in such 
system, for any fiscal year over those that 
would have occurred absent the authority 
provided by this Act. 

(c) In approving the application to imple
ment a community opportunity system, the 
Federal administration shall specify the un
derstandings that have been reached with 
the applicant on each of the following: 

(1) the term of the demonstration, which 
may be extended with the consent of all par
ties, 

(2) the Federally funded programs that will 
be included in the system, except that there 
shall not be included in any such system 
Federal benefits paid directly to the individ
uals by the Federal Government, Federal 
benefits financed from trust funds, or any 
medical assistance which a State is required 
under title XIX of the Social Security Act to 
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provide as a condition to the approval of its 
State plan, 

(3) the program requirements that have 
been waived, and the requirements or condi
tions, if any, that have been substituted pur
suant to subsection (a)(2), except that the 
Federal administrator (or other department 
or agency head}-

(A) may not waive any statutory or regu
latory requirement under title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, title IX of the 
Education Amendments of 1972, or the Age 
Discrimination Act of 1975, 

(B) may not waive any requirement for a 
non-Federal share of funding for a Federal 
program included in the system, 

(C) may waive a program requirement only 
if he finds that its waiver will not unneces
sarily or unreasonably adversely affect indi
viduals or families, and 

(D) shall not impose any confidentiality or 
similar requirement which would impede the 
exchange, within the system, of information 
needed for the design and delivery of inte
grated services and benefits, 

(4) the total Federal cost of the program 
over its full term (or mechanism for deter
mining the total Federal cost), the amount 
that will come from each Federal program 
approved for inclusion in the system subject 
to the availability of Federal appropriations, 
and the source of the required non-Federal 
share, and 

(5) the data to be collected during the 
terms of the demonstration to permit its 
comprehensive evaluation, including the ap
plication of measurable performance criteria 
over the term that the system is in oper
ation to assess the extent to which the stat
ed goals and performance levels are being 
achieved. 

EXCLUSIVITY OF SYSTEM AS SOURCE OF 
SERVICES AND BENEFITS 

Sec. 6. Any individual or family within a 
designated target group of a community op
portunity system shall not be eligible for 
services or benefits under any included Fed
eral program except under the terms and 
conditions of the approved applicatlon for 
that system. 

EVALUATION AND MODIFICATION 
SEC. 7. (a) Over the term of each commu

nity opportunity system under this Act, the 
non-Federal administering agency shall take 
all actions necessary to evaluate the sys
tem's impact on the target groups specified 
in the application, community effects, and 
program costs, and shall cooperate with the 
Federal administrator in Federal evaluation 
or other review. In addition, the non-Federal 
administering agency shall submit to the 
Federal administrator, not later than 90 days 
after the close of each 12-month period dur
ing which the demonstration is conducted, a 
report summarizing the principal activities 
and achievements of the system during that 
period, and comparing its achievements to 
the measurable performance criteria agreed 
upon in the application. 

(b) If the Federal administrator deter
mines, after consultation with each Federal 
department or agency head having Federal 
funds included in the applicant's system, 
that there is a substantial failure to meet 
the specified goals and performance levels, 
and that they remain sound in light of any 
experience gained to that point in the con
duct of the demonstration, he ma.y terminate 
the demonstration, allowing a reasonable pe
riod or periods of time for all affected Fed
eral, State, or local agencies to resume, in 
an orderly and effective fashion, the admin-
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istration of the various included programs in 
accordance with the applicable authorizing 
laws and regulations thereunder. 

REPORTS; EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR 
SUCCESSFUL SYSTEMS 

SEC. 8. (a) the non-Federal administering 
agency implementing a community oppor
tunity system shall submit such reports, at 
such time or times, and cooperate in such 
audits of Federal funds, as the Federal ad
ministrator may require, and shall submit a 
final report, including a full evaluation of 
the system's successes and shortcomings and 
the impacts on the self-sufficiency of the tar
get groups, after the expiration of the term 
of the system. If the agency concludes that 
the system has demonstrated its worth and 
has proven a superior way to assist individ
uals and families, that agency may submit 
its final evaluation and reports prior to the 
expiration of the system's term and request, 
and the Federal administrator may approve 
(with the concurrence any Federal depart
ment or agency head having responsibility 
for a Federal program included in the dem
onstration, with respect to such program) for 
such period or periods as he finds appro
priate, the extension of the system and the 
necessary waivers. 

(b) A copy of the final report shall be 
promptly sent to the Governor of the State 
involved. 

DEFINITIONS 
SEC. 9. As used in this Act-
(1) the term "State" means the 50 States, 

the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, 
Guam, and the Virgin Islands, 

(2) the term "agency" or "applicant agen
cy'', when not referring to a Federal entity, 
includes any State or local agency, and such 
term also includes the governing organiza
tion .of an Indian tribe (as defined by the 
Federal administrator), and 

(3) the term "Governor" of a State means 
the chief elected official of the State. 

REDUCING FEDERAL BUREAUCRACY AND 
ESTABLISHING OPPORTUNITY AREAS: 

Programs providing social, child welfare, 
health and nutrition, education, and job 
training services are often delivered in frag
mented ways. Allowing services to be inte
grated effectively will better serve the re
cipients of these programs, expand social and 
economic opportunities, and promote greater 
personal responsibility and individual and 
family self-sufficiency. 

The Community Opportunity Act of 1991 
will enable local communities to develop 
"community opportunity systems" and 
allow them to restucture Federal programs 
to provide services and benefits in the way 
the community deems best to meet the needs 
of the individuals and families served. 

The legislation creates the framework for 
experimentation and innovation across a 
broad band of domestic social programs not 
allowed under current law. It moves Federal 
programs from being an impediment to being 
a catalyst in the work of States and local
ities as laboratories of change. 

The legislation will allow a Federal 
administator designated by the President to 
recommend to the relevant Federal agency 
heads a waiver of most Federal statutory 
and regulatory requirements applicable to 
each of the Federally funded programs in
cluded in the community's opportunity de
livery system. Activities carried out under 
the waiver must be budget-neutral overall 
but can target available funds to areas of in
novation. 

Communities will be able to develop com
munity opportunity systems in which: 

Services and benefits can be integrated, 
combined, and collocated at the community 
level; 

The system is neighborhood- or commu
nity-based, with a specified target group of 
individuals and families and could adopt a 
consolidated and streamlined eligibility 
process; 

The individuals and families served can 
participate in the design of the system; 

The labeling and stigma associated with 
participation in many categorical programs 
can be eliminated; and 

The delivery system offers individuals and 
families in the target group of beneficiaries 
the maximum choice and control over the 
types of the services and benefits to be pro
vided, the providers of services, and the serv
ice environment. 

Each community opportunity system will 
have clear and measurable goals and will be 
evaluated with regard to both the short- and 
long-term impact on individuals and fami
lies. 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, May 3, 1991. 
Hon. DAN QUAYLE, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed for the con
sideration of the Congress is a draft bill "To 
enable communities to develop community 
opportunity systems in order to improve eco
nomic opportunity for their low-income resi
dents through the restructuring of programs 
providing services and benefits, to meet the 
identified priorities of the community and 
the needs of the individuals and families to 
be served," together with a section-by-sec
tion summary of its provisions. Upon enact
ment, it would be cited as the "Community 
Opportunity Act of 1991 ". 

Despite substantial numbers of govern
ment and private assistance and service pro
grams, many individuals and families con
tinue to live in poverty and dependency. All 
too often, Federal domestic programs are di
rected at particular problems, provide a nar
row range of services and assistance, and 
contain eligibility and benefit rules based on 
the specific goals of each program. There
fore, no program fully addresses the multiple 
needs of an individual or family in escaping 
from dependency. There is no accountability 
across the service system for the system's 
results, and few programs are accountable to 
the people they serve. 

We must do a better job of offering low-in
come individuals and families an oppor
tunity to participate in the economic and so
cial mainstream of American life. I believe 
that communities, as well as individuals and 
families, can increase economic opportunity 
and self-sufficiency if we can clear away the 
tangled underbrush of federal categorical 
program requirements. 

The "Community Opportunity Act of 1991" 
will enable American communities to dem
onstrate innovative systems to increase the 
economic opportunities of their low-income 
residents. Communities which can join in a 
cooperative effort involving low-income resi
dents, relevant units of government at all 
levels, and the private sector will have an 
opportunity to restructure programs and 
benefits to meet their identified needs and 
priorities. Community opportunity systems 
will have clear measurable goals and objec
tives and will offer individuals and families 
in those communities the maximum choice 
and control over the range, source, and ob
jectives of the benefits and services they re
ceive. 
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Toward these ends, the bill authorizes the 

waiver of Federal statutory and regulatory 
requirements which would impede implemen
tation of a promising community oppor
tunity system. However, the approved sys
tem must be disigneG to assure that individ
uals and families in the target group who 
were previously assisted under one or more 
of the included programs will be able to rea
sonably meet the need for which those pro
grams were originally designed. The system 
may include any Federal program except 
those in which the Federal Government pays 
cash benefits directly to individuals and 
families , where Federal benefits are financed 
from trust funds, or the mandatory portions 
of State Medicaid programs. 

It is our firm belief that there is untapped 
creativity both at the community level and 
among the individiuals who are served by the 
program. By giving them the latitude to re
structure programs, to make choices, and to 
control the implementation of programs in 
their community, we will all be better served 
and our fiscal resources more effectively em
ployed. 

Therefore, we ask that the Congress give 
its prompt and favorable consideration to 
the enclosed draft bill. 

We are advised by the Office of Manage
ment and Budget that there is no objection 
to the submission of this draft bill to the 
Congress and that its enactment would be in 
accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
LOUIS W. SULLIVAN, M.D. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. MUR
KOWSKI, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
DECONCINI, Mr. DOMENIC!, and 
Mr. REID): 

S. 1530. A bill to authorize the inte
gration of employment training and re
lated services provided by Indian 
tribes; to the Select Committee on In
dian Affairs. 

INDIAN EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING AND RELATED 
SERVICES DEMONSTRATION ACT 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a bill that would allow 
Indian tribes to merge the employment 
and training programs they participate 
in into a single program consistent 
with the policy of self-determination. 

The Federal Government continually 
encourages tribes and other Native 
American groups to link and coordi
nate human resource development pro
grams to improve the effectiveness of 
the services they provide. The Depart
ment of Labor, in particular, has re
peatedly stressed such connections in 
numerous instructions issued to Indian 
Job Training and Partnership Act 
grantees and in the technical assist
ance workshops it conducts. 

When you consider the myriad of just 
job training money a tribe may re
ceive-JTPA, JOBS, and BIA Adult Vo
cational-it is easy to see why the abil
ity to coordinate these services is es
sential for all tribes, especially small 
tribes. In many cases, these all()cations 
do not even cover the cost of running 
the program. While the Federal Gov
ernment preaches program coordina
tion, the agencies' own operational 

procedures frequently penalize tribes 
that try to do this. Let me give you a 
few examples: 

Every agency demands a separate 
contact within the tribal or organiza
tional structure. 

Reporting requirements are different 
and without much flexibility. Budget
ing, cost classification systems and ac
counting procedures are different de
spite supposedly uniform OMB require
ments. 

On-site monitoring varies from non
existent to punitive. 

In one instance, despite Labor De
partment support for integrated oper
ation of one tribe 's JTPA and Job Op
portunities and Basic Skills [JOBS] 
Programs, the Department still in
sisted that every cent spent by tribal 
council members and staff attending 
workshops on service integration be 
charged to separate grants. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services financial management 
staff told a group of tribal and Native 
Alaskan job training program man
agers running JTP A, JOBS and BIA 
adult vocational training programs 
that they must pro-rate the time they 
spend on each program, preferably on 
an hour-by-hour basis. Faced with this 
type of paperwork burden, several 
smaller grantees are considering merg
ing their JOBS programs with their 
State welfare agencies. As tribes strug
gle to cope with the conflicting de
mands of Federal funding agencies, 
they often find that their needs and 
their desire to orient their job training 
programs around tribal goals and de
velopment projects may well be in con
flict with an agency's desire to fund a 
more traditional program or activity. 

We need to simplify the procedures 
for tribes and be more responsive to 
their employment and economic devel
opment needs. My bill directs the Sec
retary of the Interior to develop, in 
conjunction with other Federal agen
cies that administer Indian training 
and employment programs, a dem
onstration project that would allow 
tribal governments to integrate their 
job training and employment programs 
into a single program. 

The bill would bring JTP A, JOBS, 
vocational education, and tribal em
ployment assistance programs under 
one director within a tribal govern
ment. The tribal government would 
have to file only one report and keep 
one set of books, thus reducing the 
mountains of paperwork they must 
deal with when administering these 
programs. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1530 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled , 

SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the "Indian Em

ployment, Training and Related Services 
Demonstration Act of 1991" .[S23JY1-
517]{S10687}SEC. 2. ST 
SEC. 2. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

The purposes of this Act are to dem
onstrate how Indian tribal governments can 
integrate the employment, training and re
lated services they provide in order to im
pro-ve the effectiveness of those services, re
duce joblessness in Indian communities and 
serve tribally-determined goals consistent 
with the policy of self-determination. 
[S23JY1-518] { S10687} SEC. 3. DE 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act, the following 
definitions apply: 

(1) INDIAN TRIBE.-The terms "Indian 
tribe" or "tribe" shall have the same mean
ing as in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-De
termination and Education Assistance Act. 

(2) INDIAN.-The term "Indian" shall have 
the same meaning as in section 4(d) of the 
Indian Self-Defermination and Education As
sistance Act. 

(3) SECRETARY.-Except where otherwise 
provided, the term "Secretary" means the 
Secretary of the Interior. 
SEC. 4. INTEGRATION OF SERVICES AUTHORIZED. 

The Secretary of the Interior, in coopera
tion with the appropriate Secretary of 
Labor, Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices, or the Secretary of Education, shall, 
upon the receipt of a plan acceptable to the 
Secretary of the Interior submitted by an In
dian tribal government authorize the tribal 
government, to · consolidate, in accordance 
with such plan, its federally funded employ
ment, training and related services programs 
in a manner that integrates the program 
services involved into a single, coordinated, 
comprehensive program and reduces admin
istrative costs by consolidating administra
tive functions. 
SEC. 5. PROGRAMS AFFECTED. 

The programs that may be integrated in a 
demonstration project under any such plan 
referred to in section 4 shall include, but are 
not limited to, programs authorized under 
the Job Training Partnership Act, the job 
opportunities and basic skills program under 
the Family Support Act of 1988, vocational 
education programs under the Carl D. Per
kins Vocational Educational Act, and pro
grams administered by the Secretary gen
erally referred to as the "tribal work experi
ence program" and the "employment assist-
ance program". · 
SEC. 6. PLAN REQUIREMENTS. 

For a plan to be acceptable pursuant to 
section 4, it shall-

(1) identify the programs to be integrated; 
(2) be consistent with the purposes of this 

Act authorizing the services to be integrated 
in a demonstration project; 

(3) describe a comprehensive strategy 
which identifies the full range of potential 
employment opportunities on and near the 
tribal government's service area, and the 
education, training and related services to be 
provided to assist Indian workers to access 
those employment opportunities; 

(4) describe the way in which services are 
to be integrated and delivered and the re
sults expected from the plan; 

(5) identify the projected expenditures 
under the plan in a single budget; 

(6) identify the agency or agencies of the 
tribal government to be involved in the de
livery of the services integrated under the 
plan; 

(7) identify any statutory provisions, regu
lations, policies, or procedurPs tha t the t rib-
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al government believes need to be waived in 
order to implement its plan; and 

(8) be approved by the governing body of 
the affected tribe. 
SEC. 7. PLAN REVIEW. 

Upon receipt of the plan from a tribal gov
ernment, the Secretary of the Interior shall 
consult with the Secretary of each Federal 
department providing funds to be used to im
plement the plan, and with the tribal govern
ment submitting the plan. The parties so 
consulting shall identify any waivers of stat
utory requirements or of Federal depart
mental regulations, policies, or procedures 
necessary to enable the tribal government to 
implement its plan. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of the 
affected department shall have the authority 
to waive any regulation, policy, or procedure 
promulgated by that department that has 
been so identified by such tribal government 
or department, unless the Secretary of the 
affected department determines that such a 
waiver is inconsistent with the purposes of 
this Act. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the affected Secretary shall also 
have the authority to waive any statutory 
provisions so identified. Further, in carrying 
out their responsibilities under this section, 
the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of 
Labor, Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices, and Secretary of Education shall inter
pret Federal laws in a manner that will fa
cilitate the accomplishment of the purposes 
of this Act. 
SEC. 8. PLAN APPROVAL. 

Within 90 days of the receipt of a tribal 
government's plan by the Secretary, the Sec
retary shall inform the tribal government, in 
writing, of the Secretary's approval or dis
approval of the plan. If the plan is dis
approved, the tribal government shall be in
formed, in writing, of the reasons for the dis
approval and shall be given an opportunity 
to amend its plan or to petition the Sec
retary to reconsider such disapproval. 
SEC. 9. JOB CREATION ACTIVITIES AUTHORIZED. 

The plan submitted by a tribal government 
may involve the expenditure of funds for the 
creation of employment opportunities and 
for the development of the economic re
sources of the tribal government or of indi
vidual Indian people if such expenditures are 
consistent with an overall tribal economic 
development strategy which has a reasonable 
likelihood of success. 
SEC. 10. PRIVATE SECTOR TRAINING PLACE

MENTS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, a tribal government participating in a 
demonstration program under this Act is au
thorized to utilize funds available under such 
plan to place participants in training posi
tions with private employers and pay such 
participants a training allowance or wage for 
a period not to exceed 12 months, if the trib
al government obtains a written agreement 
from the private employer to provide on-the
job training to such participants and to 
guarantee permanent employment to the 
participants upon satisfactory completion of 
the training period. 
SEC. 11. FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES. 

Within 180 days following the date of en
actment of this Act, the Secretary of the In
terior, the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services and the Sec
retary of Education shall enter into an inter
departmental memorandum of agreement 
providing for the implementation of the 
demonstration projects authorized under 
this Act. The lead agency for a demonstra
tion program under this Act shall be the Of-

fice of Self-Governance in the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Indian Affa,.irs, De
partment of the Interior, unless a tribal gov
ernment requests that another office, includ
ing a Federal department or agency other 
than the Department of the Interior, serve as 
the lead agency for that tribal government's 
demonstration project. The responsibilities 
of the lead agency shall include 

(1) the use of a single report format related 
to the plan for the individual project which 
shall be used by a tribal government to re
port on the activities undertaken under the 
project; 

(2) the use of a single report format related 
to the projected expenditures for the individ
ual project which shall be used by a tribal 
government to report on all project expendi
tures; 

(3) the development of a single system of 
Federal oversight for the project, which shall 
be implemented by the lead agency; and 

(4) the provision of technical assistance to 
a tribal government appropriate to the 
project, except that a tribal government 
shall have the authority to accept or reject 
the plan for providing such technical assist
ance and the technical assistance provider. 
SEC. 12. NO REDUCTION IN AMOUNTS. 

In no case shall the amount of Federal 
funds available to a tribal government in
volved in any demonstration project be re
duced as a result of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 13. INTERAGENCY FUND TRANSFERS AU

THORIZED. 
The Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of 

Labor, Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices, or the Secretary of Education, as appro
priate, is authorized to take such action as 
may be necessary to provide for an inter
agency transfers of funds otherwise available 
to a tribal government in order to further 
the purposes of this Act. 
SEC. 14. FISCAL ACCOUNTABILITY. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed so 
as to interfere with the ability of the Sec
retary or the lead agency to fulfill the re
sponsibilities for the safeguarding of Federal 
funds pursuant to the Single Audit Act of 
1984. 
SEC. 15. FUNDS AUTHORIZED FOR TRAINING RE

LATED TO INDIAN ROAD CONSTRUC
TION. 

In expending moneys allocated for Indian 
road construction programs, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall expend an amount equal to 
one quarter of one percent of the amount so 
allocated to train Indians for employment on 
road construction projects. 
SEC. 16. REPORT ON STATUTORY OBSTACLES TO 

PROGRAM INTEGRATION. 
Within one year of the date of enactment 

of this Act, the Secretary shall submit a re
port to the Select Committee on Indian Af
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs of the House of 
Representatives on the implementation of 
the demonstration program authorized in 
this Act. Such report shall identify statu
tory barriers to the ability of tribal govern
ments to more effectively integrate their 
employment, training, and related services 
in a manner consistent with the purposes of 
this Act.• 
• Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the Indian Em
ployment, Training, and Related Serv
ices Demonstration Act of 1991. This 
act will help us to improve upon the 
delivery of much-needed employment 
and training services to Indian peoples. 

Too often, Government services are 
designed without taking into account 

the needs of the people they are sup
posed to serve. Indian employment and 
training programs share this program. 
There are several different employ
ment and training programs for Amer
ican Indians and Alaska Natives scat
tered throughout the Departments of 
the Interior, Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education. All of these 
programs are designed to help Amer
ican Indians and Alaska Natives re
ceive job training and find employ
ment. However, their different rules 
and requirements often only confuse 
people and reduce their ability to find 
help. 

Another problem with the current 
system is the burden it places on tribal 
administrations to understand several 
different sets of changing regulations. 
Each program requires its own coordi
nator. For a small village in Alaska it 
is unnecessarily difficult to find a sepa
rate, qualified person to administer 
each program, let alone pay them. 
Most tribes would like to do the logical 
thing and have a single department of 
employment. They do not have the re
sources to set up a separate division for 
JTP A and another for the JOBS Pro
gram. 

However, their consolidation is coun
tered by the "divide and conquer" Fed
eral approach to employment prob
lems. Every month new rules and infor
mation for each program are sent to 
participating tribes. The time and 
money spent studying and implement
ing each set of rules would be much 
better spent helping the people the pro
grams are designed to serve. 

This legislation will address these 
problems by authorizing Indian tribes 
with approved plans to consolidate fed
erally funded employment, training, 
and related services programs into a 
single, coordinated, comprehensive 
program that will allow tribes to more 
effectively serve the needs of Indians 
seeking employment or training and 
will reduce costs by consolidating ad
ministrative functions.• 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 1531. A bill to authorize a certifi

cate of documentation for the vessel 
Logan T; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

DOCUMENTATION OF VESSEL "LOGAN T" 

• Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
legislation would allow the Coast 
Guard to issue a valid certificate of 
documentation for the 58-foot fishing 
vessel Logan T, formerly the Fedecoop 
XIX, U.S. official number 953795, which 
is currently owned by John and Adele 
Swanson of Petersburg, AK. The vessel 
was built by Delta Marine Industries in 
Seattle, WA, in 1982. The boat was then 
owned by L.A.W. Maritima De Baja 
California S.A., a corporation con
trolled by the Mexican Government, 
until 1989 when it was purchased by the 
Swansons. Mr. Swanson has used the 
Logan T to fish for salmon since early 
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1990, under a license issued by the Alas
ka Department of Fish and Game. 

The Logan T is currently documented 
under the laws of the United States for 
use as a fishing vessel. However, a ves
sel that has been owned or controlled 
by a foreign government at any point 
during its history cannot legally carry 
cargo for hire between two points in 
the United States. This legislation is 
needed in order to allow the Coast 
Guard to amend the Logan T's present 
certificate of documentation so that 
the Logan T can be used as a fish ten
der vessel in the commercial fisheries 
off Alaska.• 

By Mr. METZENBAUM (for him
self, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. DODD, and 
Mr. SIMON): 

S. 1532. A bill to revise and extend 
the programs under the Abandoned In
fants Assistance Act of 1988, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

ABANDONED INF ANTS ASSISTANCE ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

•Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the drug crisis in this country has 
claimed many victims. Some of the 
most tragic are the children and fami
lies of drug abusers. With drug abuse 
during pregnancy on the rise, every 
year as many as 375,000 infants are born 
exposed to one or more illegal sub
stances. In addition, the Centers for 
Disease Control estimates that by the 
end of 1991, there will be 10,000 to 20,000 
children with the HIV infection. Most 
of these children will be born to moth
ers who are IV drug users or are sexu
ally involved with an IV drug user. 

Compounding this tragedy are the 
abuse and neglect these children may 
be exposed to by parents who are either 
unwilling or unable to properly care for 
them. Infants exposed to alcohol and 
infants exposed to alcohol and drugs 
during gestation tend to have complex 
problems. These medically fragile chil
dren are at a higher risk of premature 
birth and low birth weight; tend to dis
play extreme irritability, hypersensi
tivity to stimulation, excessive crying, 
difficulty bonding, and developmental 
delays; and are more likely to be sub
ject to sudden infants death syndrome. 

Moreover, unprecedented numbers of 
alcohol, drug, and HIV exposed infants 
remain in hospitals after treatment, as 
"border babies"-children who are 
medically cleared to go home, but have 
no home to go to. Evidence of this rap
idly growing problem is a Child Welfare 
League of America 1-day survey of five 
major U.S. cities, which discovered 
that 69 percent of babies boarding in 
the surveyed hospitals were born to 
chemically dependent mothers. 

An initial Federal response to this 
problem was the Abandoned Infants As
sistance Act of 1988. This act, which I 
am proud to have authored, enjoys bi
partisan support in providing funding 
for much needed services for these at-

risk children, their families, and care
givers. Indeed, the adminis1ration rec
ognizes the value of the act and its pro
grams by requesting appropriations for 
the act in its budget for fiscal year 
1992. 

Authorization for the act, however, 
expires in September of this year. 
Therefore, today we are introducing 
the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act 
Amendments of 1991 in order to con
tinue to serve the needs of our most 
vulnerable children. 

A primary goal of the legislation is 
to prevent abandonment and stop the 
pattern of neglect and abuse by provid
ing comprehensive services to children, 
parents, and extended families before 
and after birth. In the event however, 
that care-giving by the parents or ex
tended family is not possible or advis
able, the bill provides funding for fos
ter care and respite homes for aban
doned babies. These homes not only 
provide a caring environment but also 
curtail the massive costs of 
warehousing these children in hos
pitals. 

The bill also provides funding for the 
national resource center programs 
serving abandoned infants and infants 
at risk of abandonment. This center as
sists in developing and utilizing effec
tive services and information for these 
infants and their care-givers. Priority 
for the center's services will be given 
to those communities with infants and 
families who have been statistically 
underserved by such information serv
ices and dissemination. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today represents a modest investment 
of Federal dollars to help improve the 
quality of life for the most innocent 
victims of drug abuse and the aids epi
demic. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the Abandoned Infants Assist
ance Act Amendments of 1991 be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1532 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

Thjs Act may be cited as the " Abandoned 
Infants Assistance Act Amendments of 1991 ". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Section 2 of the Abandoned Infants Assist
ance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is amend
ed-

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking ", and the 
number of cases has doubled within the last 
13 months; 

(2) in paragraph (9}--
(A) by inserting after "counseling serv

ices" the following: "early intervention and 
developmental services,"; and 

(B) by striking "and" at the end thereof; 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (10) as para

graph (11); and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(10) one of the goals of these comprehen

sive services shall be to support the family 

in the broadest sense of the term, both with 
respect to those involved in the service and 
the coordinated and comprehensive services 
provided, with the goal of prevention of 
abandonment of the child; and". 
SEC. 3. PROGRAM OF DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section lOl(a) of the 

Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of 1988 (42 
U.S.C. 670 note) is amended-

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking "may make grants" and insert
ing the following: "shall make grants from 
funds appropriated pursuant to section 
104(a)"; 

(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the 
semicolon the following: ", including the 
provision of services to all members of the 
natural family for any condition that in
creases the probability of abandonment of an 
infant or young child"; 

(3) in paragraph (2), by inserting before the 
semicolon "or those who are pre- or post
natally exposed to the etiologic agent for the 
human immunodeficiency virus, drugs or al
cohol, or those who are medically fragile"; 

(4) in paragraph (3), by inserting after 
"those with acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome" the following: "or those who are 
pre- or post-natally exposed to the etiologic 
agent for the human immunodeficiency 
virus, drugs or alcohol, or those who are 
medically fragile,"; 

(5) in paragraph (4}-
(A) by striking "children," and inserting 

the following: "children (including the ac
tual expenses of the persons receiving the 
services),"; and 

(B) by inserting "or those who are pre- or 
post-natally exposed to the etiologic agent 
for the human immunodeficiency virus, 
drugs or alcohol, or medically fragile chil
dren" before the semicolon; 

(6) in paragraph (5), to read as follows: 
"(5) to provide residential care programs 

for abandoned infants and young children, 
who are unable to reside with their families 
or be placed in foster family care, particu
larly those with acquired immune deficiency 
or those who are pre- or post-natally exposed 
to the etiologic agent for the human 
immunodeficiency virus, drugs or alcohol, or 
those who are medically fragile;". 

(7) In paragraph (6), by amending the para
graph to read as follows: 

"(6) to carry out programs of respite care, 
family support groups, programs to teach 
parenting skills, and services (including, but 
not limited to, in-home support services, the 
use of volunteers and individual counselors 
and payment of expenses to attend such 
groups and provide alternative care) for nat
ural families, foster families and adoptive 
families of infants and young children with 
acquired immune deficiency syndrome, or 
those who are pre- or post-natally exposed to 
the etiologic agent for the human 
immunodeficiency virus, drugs or alcohol, or 
medically fragile children and young per
sons; and"; and 

(8) in paragraph 7, by ins"'rting before the 
period "or those who are pre- or post-natally 
exposed to the etiologic agent for the human 
immunodeficiency virus, drugs or alcohol, or 
those who are medically fragile.". 

(b) COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE CENTERS.
Section 101 of the Abandoned Infants Assist
ance act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is amend
ed-

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) 
through (f) as subsections (c) through (g); 
and 

(2) by inserting after subjection (a) the fol
lowing new subsection: 
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"(b) COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE CENTERS. -
"(1) The Secretary shall make grants from 

funds appropriated pursuant to subsection 
104(b) to fund a demonstration program to 
public and nonprofit private entities to plan, 
coordinate and establish model comprehen
sive service centers. These centers shall-

"(A) bring together and coordinate, at one 
site, services (including, but not be limited 
to, social service, child protection, health, 
and education/training components, includ
ing schools) needed to support the infants 
and young people and the natural, foster, 
and adoptive families covered under this 
Act, providing comprehensive services to all 
members of the families in order to strength
en the family unit and ameliorate or prevent 
potential dysfunctional conditions that will 
increase the probability of abandonment; 

"(B) be conducted in a setting convenient 
to, and easily accessible by, large numbers of 
natural and foster families, particularly 
those providing services to infants and chil
dren with acquired immune deficiency syn
drome or medically fragile conditions, or 
those who are pre- or post-natally exposed to 
the etiological agent for the human 
immunodeficiency virus, drugs or alchohol; 
and 

"(C) involve community-based and non
profit organizations that have demonstrated 
expertise in the operation of such programs 
or that demonstrate the potential expertise, 
to the greatest extent possible. 
The Secretary shall make grants under this 
subsection based upon the most comprehen
sive services to be offered and shall prioritize 
the applications upon the need for such serv
ices, as evidenced by the relative numbers of 
infants and young children covered under 
this Act to be served. 

"(2) In the case of public or nonprofit pri
vate entities that have been providing simi
lar comprehensive services under grants 
made under subsection (a) before the date of 
the enactment of the Abandoned Infants As
sistance Act Amendments of 1991, the Sec
retary shall make provision to transition 
these projects, upon application by said pub
lic or nonprofit private entity for such tran
sition, to this program during the first pe
riod for which funds are made available 
under section 104(b) for this subsection, pro
vided that the Secretary shall make provi
sion in such transition for the expansion, 
over a period of no more than 2 years, to en
compass all of the services required under 
this subsection.". 

(C) ADMINISTRATION OF GRANT.-Section 
lOl(d) of the Abandoned Infants Assistance 
Act of 1988, as redesignated by subsection 
(b)(l) of this section, is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D); 

(2) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) (as so redesignated), by striking "(d) Ad
ministration" and all that follows through 
"The Secretary" and inserting the following: 

"(d) ADMINISTRATION OF GRANT.
"(l) The Secretary" ; 
(3) by moving each of subparagraphs (A) 

through (D) (as so redesignated) 2 ems to the 
right; and 

(4) by adding at the end of following new 
paragraph: 

"(2) Subject to the availability of funds, 
the Secretary shall make grants under this 
section for periods of not less than 3 years, 
with there being 2 automatic extensions of 
the grants being made absent a finding by 
the Secretary of substantial nonperform
ance. " . 
SEC. 4. EVALUATIONS, STUDIES, AND REPORTS 

BY SECRETARY. 
(a) EVALUATIONS OF DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECTS.-Section 102(a) of the Abandoned 

Infants Assistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 
note) is amended by striking "shall," and in
serting "shall from funds appropriated under 
section 104(c),". 

(b) SPECIAL NEEDS DISSEMINATION.-Sec
tion 102 of the Abandoned Infants Assistance 
Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is amended

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) 
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(b) SPECIAL NEEDS DISSEMINATION.-
"(l) The Secretary shall, from amounts ap

propriated under section 104(d), maintain the 
National Resource Center for Programs 
Serving Abandoned Infants and Infants at 
Risk of Abandonment and Their Families es
tablished by the Secretary under the 
Abandond Infants Assistance Act of 1988. The 
National Resource Center shall assist in 
identifying, developing and utilizing effec
tive program practices, information and ma
terials in order to meet the service needs of 
specific groups of individuals, who, on a na
tional or State basis, demonstrate a dis
proportionate risk of dysfunctional behav
iors that will lead to the abandonment of in
fants or young people covered under this Act 
and who have been historically underserved 
with respect to the provision of information 
and services. 

"(2) The National Resource Center de
scribed in paragraph (1) shall-

"(A) identify innovative or exemplary pro
grams, public and private agencies, resources 
and support groups; 

"(B) disseminate information on preven
tion and preventive services; 

"(C) provide technical assistance, training 
and consultation to service providers and to 
State agencies to improve professional com
petency, to ensure service coordination and 
integration and to promote the utilization of 
resources and the best practices related to 
the management and administration of aban
doned infants assistance programs; 

"(D) develop a national network of profes
sionals in the field to serve as consultants 
and to link such individuals with persons 
and agencies requiring assistance; and 

"(E) identify emerging issues with respect 
to child welfare, developmental disabilities 
and maternal and child health, particularly 
as such issues relate to pre and postnatal al
cohol, drug and pediatric HIV exposure. 

"(3) Among the groups to be given priority 
for these services under this provision are 
those who are drug or alcohol addicted, indi
viduals with acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome, and minorities and limited Eng
lish proficient individuals who have been 
statistically and historically underserved by 
such information services and dissemination. 
Information on prevention and services shall 
also be distributed to the communities of 
such individuals. 

"(4) The Secretary shall enter into con
tracts or cooperative services under this sub
section for periods of not less than 3 years. 
The Secretary shall extend the contract or 
grant for 2 additional consecutive 1-year pe
riods absent a finding by the Secretary of 
substantial nonperformance."; 

(3) in paragraph (l)(A) of subsection (c) (as 
so redesignated) , by inserting after "infants 
who have acquired immune deficiency syn
drome", the following: "or those who are 
pre- or post-natally exposed to the etiologic 
agent for the human immunodeficiency 
virus, drugs or alcohol, or who are medically 
fragile,"; and 

(4) in paragraph (2) of subsection (d) (as so 
redesignated), by striking " April 1, 1991" and 
inserting "April l, 1992". 

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS. 
Section 103 of the Abandoned Infants As

sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "sec." and all that follows 
through "the term" and inserting the follow
ing: 
"SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

"For purposes of this title: 
"(1) The term"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs: 
"(2) The term 'natural family' shall be 

broadly interpreted to include natural par
ents, grandparents, familial members (in
cluding all siblings and children resident in 
the household), and others (on a continuing 
basis) who reside in the household and are in 
a care-giving situation with respect to in
fants and young children covered under this 
Act. 

"(3) The term 'medically fragile' includes 
those infants and young children who exhibit 
medical, physical or developmental condi
tions occasioned by pre- or post-natal alco
hol and drug exposure.''. 
SEC. 6. AUTIIORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 104 of the Abandoned Infants As
sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is 
amended by striking "For the purpose" and 
all that follows and inserting the following: 

"(a) DEMONSTRATION GRANTS IN GENERAL.
For the purpose of making grants under sec
tion 101(a), there are authorized to be appro
priated $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995. 

"(b) COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE CENTERS.
For the purpose of making grants under sec
tion lOl(b), there are authorized to be appro
priated $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995. 

"(c) EVALUATIONS OF DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS.-For the purpose of making 
grants under section 102(a), there are author
ized to be appropriated $1,500,000 for fiscal 
year 1992, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1994, and 
1995. 

"(d) SPECIAL NEEDS DISSEMINATION.-For 
the purpose of making grants under section 
102(b), there are authorized to be appro
priated $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995. 

"(e) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-
"(l) In addition to the funds authorized 

above, there shall be an amount authorized 
for the purpose of administering this pro
gram of 5 percent of the amount appro
priated for the programs in fiscal years 1992, 
1993, 1994, and 1995. 

"(2) The Secretary may not obligate any of 
the amounts appropriated under paragraph 
(1) for a fiscal year unless, from the aggre
gate amounts appropriated under sub
sections (a) through (d) for the fiscal year, 
the Secretary has obligated for the purpose 
described in paragraph (1) an amount equal 
to the amounts obligated by the Secretary 
for such purpose in fiscal year 1991. 

"(f) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-Funds appro
priated under this authority shall remain 
available until expended.". 
SEC. 7. CONFORMING AMENDMENI'S. 

The heading for title I of the Abandoned 
Infants Assistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 
note) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: "AND ABANDONMENT PREVEN
TION PROGRAMS". 
SEC. 8. TERMINATION OF PROGRAM. 

Section 105 of the Abandoned Infants As
sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is re
pealed.• 
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• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleague from Ohio, 
Senator METZENBAUM, in introducing 
the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act 
of 1991. This legislation reauthorizes a 
critical program that exists today as a 
result of legislation my colleague from 
Ohio and I introduced in 1987. 

The Abandoned Infants Assistance 
Act addresses the human suffering of 
infants born with AIDS and addicted to 
narcotics. 

Mr. President, we are in the throes of 
the most lethal epidemic in the history 
of humankind. AIDS is quite probably 
the most virulent social disease in his
tory. It cruelly destroys the immune 
system of its victims, thus eliminating 
the body's ability to fight off illness. It 
ultimately leads to death. And-at 
present-there is no cure. 

AIDS has brought enormous human 
suffering and great expense. Without a 
doubt, all of our hearts go out to those 
suffering at the hands of this most 
dreaded of diseases. Perhaps the most 
heart-wrenching aspect of this epi
demic, however, is the cruel and need
less suffering of the children who are 
being born with this infection. 

Mr. President, the act this legisla
tion reauthorizes provides adoption 
and care assistance for those kids born 
with this disease and who are aban
doned by their parents at the time of 
their birth. It also provides similar as
sistance for children born addicted to 
narcotics. 

It saddens me greatly to know that 
each day there are children born in 
America who may never be able to 
fully experience life as a result of being 
born with either a narcotics addiction, 
or being infected with the AIDS virus. 
Mr. President, most of these children 
will never make it to adulthood. And, 
were it not for the assistance provided 
by this act, many would never have the 
chance to experience the world outside 
of a liospital ward, or the loving touch 
of a surrogate parent. 

Mr. Presj..dent, I would encourage our 
colleague'$ to study this reauthorizi.ng 
legislation carefully and ask that they 
conSlder joining the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio and myself as sponsors 
of the Abandoned Infants Assistance 
Act Amendments of 1991, so that we 
might reauthorize this critical pro
gram.• 

By Mr. BRYAN (for himself, Mr. 
RIEGLE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
WIRTH, and Mr. SHELBY): 

S. 1533. A bill to establish a statute 
of limitations for private rights of ac
tion arising from a violation of the Se
curities Exchange Act of 1934; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

SECUR.ITIES INVESTOR PROTECTION ACT 

• Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to re
store important protections for inves-

tors from perpetrators of securities 
fraud. 

Under Federal law, victims of securi
ties fraud can file civil suits under sec
tion 10 of the Securities and Exchange 
Act of 1934. While States remedies are 
also available, most victims of such 
fraud choosen to file suit in the Fed
eral courts, due to the interstate na
ture of many securities scams. 

Since section 10 of the 1934 act does 
not include time limits for these suits, 
the time limit for filing such Federal 
cases have generally been determined 
in reference to appropriate State stat
utes. Many of these time limits are 
quite generous-often extending up to 6 
years from the date the fraud is discov
ered. 

On June 20, the U.S. Supreme Court 
reversed this longstanding practice. In 
the Lampf versus Gilbertson decision, 
the Court found that uniform Federal 
time limits should be used in section 10 
civil suits. Accordingly, the Court, by a 
5 to 4 decision, required plaintiffs to 
sue within 3 years of the date the fraud 
was committed, and within 1 years of 
the date the fraud is discovered. These 
arbitrary time limits are borrowed 
from other sections of the Securities 
and Exchange Act-sections involving 
far less egregious activities than sec
tion 10. 

Even more alarmingly, it appears 
that the Court's decision will apply 
retroactively, nullifying thousands of 
securities fraud cases currently under
way-cases filed in a timely manner in 
good faith reliance on the then existing 
rule. 

While I do not debate the Court's de
sire to provide a uniform time limit for 
section 10 cases, the time limits pro
pounded by the Court simply do not re
flect the complexity and importance of 
cases filed under section 10. I find my
self in agreement with Justice John 
Paul Stevens' dissent, when he writes 
that the Court--

Has undertaken a lawmaking task that 
should properly be performed by Congress 
* * * uniform limitations rule is preferable 
to the often chaotic traditional approach of 
looking to the analogous state limitation 
* * * Congress * * * has the responsibility 
for making the policy determinations that 
are required in rejecting a rule selected 
under the doctrine of state borrowing, long 
applied to Section lO(b) cases. 

It is time for Congress to step for
ward and make these policy determina
tions. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today provides a reasonable solution to 
this problem. Given the nature of these 
frauds, my preference would be to 
enact a simple 2 or 3 year after discov
ery rule, with no overall repose period. 
Instead, the legislation I am introduc
ing today subjects suits filed under sec
tion 10 to a 2 year from discovery-5 
year repose limit. In addition, the leg
islation will eliminate the retro
activity of the Lampf decision, allow
ing suits already underway to move 

forward under the new time limit rule, 
and permit the prompt refiling of any 
case dismissed based on Lampf which 
would have been timely filed under the 
2 year-5 year limitation. 
It is hard to determine exactly who 

will be affected by the Lampf decision. 
Without question, some of the greatest 
losers will be the victims of fraud asso
ciated with limited partnerships or mu
nicipal bond offerings. Often, perpetra
tors of securities fraud can go unde
tected for years, and will not be ex
posed until their fraudulent invest
ment schemes ultimately collapse. 
Even then, putting the pieces of these 
complicated scams together to form 
the basis for a lawsuit can take an 
enormous amount of time. 

Of course, the securities industry 
needs to be protected as well. An un
limited time limit for filing section 10 
suits would expose securities firms to 
unreasonable and unpredictable liabil
ities. The legislation I am introducing 
today recognizes the concerns of both 
the securities industry and the individ
ual investor. 

During the Court's deliberation of 
the Lampf case, the Securities Ex
change Commission argued in favor of 
a 2 year-5 year time limitation, and 
supports the legislation I am introduc
ing today. 

There is a great deal of urgency in
volved in overturning the Lampf deci
sion. In addition limiting recourse for 
victims of future and current fraud, the 
Lampf decision will result in the dis
missal of a great number of legitimate 
cases currently under litigation. Plain
tiffs who have made good faith efforts 
to file suits under current law will see 
their cases evaporate due to new condi
tions imposed by the Supreme Court-
conditions that cannot possibly be met. 

The unprecedented level of activity 
in the financial markets throughout 
the 1980's provided equally unprece
dented opportunities for securities 
fraud. While many of the most dis
agreeable trends of the 1980's, including 
the proliferation of unwise and un
sound limited partnerships, are behind 
us, there will always be something new 
on the horizon. Like most of the finan
cial innovations of the 1980's, the great 
majority of investments will at least 
be honest, if not prudent. When fraud 
does surface, however, we have a re
sponsibility to ensure that investors 
have enough time to seek legal redress. 

I would like to thank Richard Griest 
from Sparks, NV, for bringing this im
portant issue to my attention. Mr. 
Griest demonstrated to me how dif
ficult it is to collect the material nec
essary to file a complicated investor 
fraud case. While a more lengthy filing 
period may be appropriate, I believe 
this bill provides a step in the right di
rection. 

Mr. President, I urge other Senators 
to support this legislation.• 
• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor the Securities In-
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vestor Protection Act of 1991 with my 
distinguished colleague from Nevada, 
Senator BRYAN. By extending the stat
ute of limitations on implied rights of 
action under the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934, this bill will give individual 
investors ample time to prepare for 
litigation in the event of securities 
fraud. 

The bill is in response to the decision 
by the U.S. Supreme Court in Lampf 
versus Richardson. In that case, the 
Court determined that any litigation 
brought by a private litigant under sec
tion 10 of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 must be initiated within 1 year 
of the discovery of the violation and no 
more than 3 years after the violation 
has occurred. The Court rejected an ar
gument made by the Securities and Ex
change Commission which said that 
the Court should have applied a signifi
cantly longer statute of limitations. 
The Court's determination resolved a 
longstanding question on this matter 
since the limitation period for implied 
rights of action are not clearly stipu
lated in the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934. 

The bill we introduce today will ex
tend the statute of limitations for im
plied rights of action to 2 years after 
the plaintiff knew or should have 
known of the securities law violation, 
but in no event later than 5 years from 
the date of the securities law violation. 
This statute will apply to all implied 
rights of action under the 1934 act and 
contains a provision which protects 
currently pending cases from dismissal 
due to the Supreme Court's determina
tion of the shorter statute of limita
tions. 

This bill serves as a reminder that 
the individual investor is the key to 
the strength and liquidity of our secu
rities markets. In order to attract par
ticipation by individual investors, we 
must ensure that the securities mar
kets are accessible and fair. Regret
tably, on occasion there will be viola
tions of the securities laws. This bill 
will protect individual investors by 
providing them with sufficient time to 
put a case together to fight any viola
tions of the securities laws.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. lO'l 

At the request of Mr. COHEN, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] and the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. EXON] were added as co
sponsors of S. 102, a bill to amend title 
IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
to allow resident physicians to defer 
repayment of title IV student loans 
while completing accredited resident 
training programs. 

s. 140 

At the request of Mr. WIRTH, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON] and the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. FOWLER] were added as cospon-

sors of S. 140, a bill to increase Federal 
payments in lieu of taxes to units of 
general local government, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 284 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 284, a bill to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 with respect 
to the tax treatment of payments 
under life insurance contracts for ter
minally ill individuals. 

s. 474 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. SANFORD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 474, a bill to prohibit 
sports gambling under State law. 

s. 499 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 499, a bill to amend the National 
School Lunch Act to remove the re
quirements that schools participating 
in the school lunch program offer stu
dents specific types of fluid milk, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 601 

At the request of Mr. ADAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] was withdrawn as a cosponsor 
of S. 601, a bill to withhold United 
States military assistance for El Sal
vador, subject to certain conditions. 

S.665 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
NUNN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
665, a bill to amend the Tariff Act of 
1930 to require that certain revenues 
attributable to tariffs levied on im
ports of textile machinery and parts 
thereof be applied to support research 
for the modernization of the American 
textile machinery industry. 

s. 734 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 734, a bill to permanently 
prohibit the Secretary of the Interior 
from preparing for or conducting any 
activity under the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act on certain portions of 
the Outer Continental Shelf off the 
State of Florida, to prohibit activities 
other than certain required environ
mental or oceanographic studies under 
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act 
within the part of the Eastern Gulf of 
Mexico Planning Area lying off the 
State of Florida~ and for other pur
poses. 

s. 736 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 736, a bill to amend the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act. 

s. 76.5 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from New York 

[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 765, a bill to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code .of 1986 to exclude the 
imposition of employer social security 
taxes on cash tips. 

S.884 

At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 884, a bill to require the Presi
dent to impose economic sanctions 
against countries that fail to eliminate 
large-scale driftnet fishing. 

S.923 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 923, a bill to amend section 484(d) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 re
garding methods for qualifying as an 
"ability to benefit" student at institu
tions of higher education and propri
etary institutions of higher education, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 971 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. DOMENIC!] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 971, a bill to promote the de
velopment of microenterprises in de
veloping countries. 

s. 995 

At the request of Mr. GORE, the name 
of the Senator from California [Mr. 
CRANSTON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 995, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax re
lief for working families by providing a 
refundable credit in lieu of the deduc
tion for personal exemptions for chil
dren and by increasing the earned in
come credit, and for other purposes. 

s. 1093 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAucus] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1093, a bill to establish a commis
sion to study the feasibility, effect, and 
implications for United States foreign 
policy, of instituting a radio broadcast
ing service to the People's Republic of 
China to promote the dissemination of 
information and ideas to that nation, 
with particular emphasis on develop
ments in China itself. 

s. 1226 

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1226, a bill to direct the Adminis
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to establish a small commu
nity environmental compliance plan
ning program. 

s. 1270 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1270, a bill to require the heads of de
partments and agencies of the Federal 
Government to disclose information 
concerning United States personnel 
classified as prisoners of war or miss
ing in action. 
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HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 806 s. 1352 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], and 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SAS
SER] were added as cosponsors of S. 
1352, a bill to place restrictions on 
United States assistance for El Sal
vador. 

s. 1413 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1413, a bill to encourage the ter
mination of human rights abuses inside 
the People's Republic of China and 
Tibet. 

s. 1438 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WOFFORD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1438, a bill to provide for 
international negotiations to seek in
creased equity in the sharing by for
eign countries of the costs of maintain
ing military f..1rces of the United States 
in such countries. 

s. 1471 

At the request of Mr. ADAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1471, a bill to amend the Older Ameri
cans Act of 1965 to establish an elder 
rights program, and for other purposes. 

s. 1498 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1498, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to provide tax incen
tives for the establishment of busi
nesses within Federal military instal
lations which are closed or realigned 
and for the hiring of individuals laid off 
by reason of such closings or 
realignments, and for other purposes. 

s. 1522 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. FOWLER], the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], and the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. BURNS] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1522, a 
bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 with respect to the treat
ment by cooperatives of gains or losses 
from sale of certain assets. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 131 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 131, a joint resolution des
ignating October 1991 as "National 
Down Syndrome Awareness Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 164 
At the request of Mr. GoRE, the 

names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KASTEN] and the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] were added as 

cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
164, a joint resolution designating the 
weeks of October 27, 1991, through No
vember 2, 1991, and October 11, 1992, 
through October 17, 1992, each sepa
rately as "National Job Skills Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 176 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN], the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], and 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 176, a joint resolution 
to designate March 19, 1992, as "Na
tional Women in Agriculture Day." 

SENATE RESOLUTION 82 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 82, a 
resolution to establish a Select Com
mittee on POW/MIA Affairs. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

UNITED STATES-CHINA ACT 

GRAHAM AMENDMENT NO. 803 
Mr. GRAHAM proposed an amend

ment to the bill (S. 1367) to extend to 
the People's Republic of China renewal 
of nondiscriminatory (most-favored-na
tion) treatment until 1992 provided cer
tain conditions are met, as follows: 

On page 7, between lines 16 and 17 insert 
the following: 

( ) in reducing assistance to Cuba whether 
in the form of subsidized trade, management 
of trade balances or in any other form. 

MIKULSKI (AND WIRTH) 
AMENDMENT NO. 804 

Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Mr. 
WIRTH) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1367, supra, as follows: 

On page 7, between lines 19 and 20, add the 
following: 

(7) does not support or administer any pro
gram of coercive abortion or involuntary 
sterilization. 

KERREY AMENDMENT NO. 805 
Mr. KERREY proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 1367, supra, as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. • SANCTIONS BY OTHER COUNTRIES. 

If, pursuant to this Act, nondiscriminatory 
(most-favored-nation) treatment is denied or 
a decision is made to terminate such treat
ment, most-favored-nation status for the 
People's Republic of China shall be rescinded 
60 days after such denial or decision to ter
minate. During such 60-day period, the Presi
dent shall undertake efforts to ensure that 
members of the General Agreement on Tar
iffs and Trade take similar action with re
spect to the People's Republic of China. 

Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1367, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. • ENFORCEMENT OF PROHIBmON 

AGAINST IMPORTATION OF CON· 
VICT·MADE GOODS. 

Section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1307) is amended-

(!) by striking "All goods" and inserting 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-All goods"; 

(2) by striking "'FORCED LABOR,' .. and in-
serting "(b) FORCED LABOR.-'Forced 
Labor,'"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsections: 

"(c) PENALTIES.-(!) With respect to any 
violation of subsection (a), an order under 
this section shall require the person to pay a 
civil penalty of-

"(A) $10,000 for one violation; 
"(B) $100,000 in the case of a person pre

viously subject to one order under this sec
tion; or 

"(C) Sl,000,000 in the case of a person pre
viously subject to more than one order under 
this section. 

"(2)(A) Before imposing an order described 
in paragraph (1) against a person for a viola
tion of subsection (a), the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall provide the person with no
tice and, upon request made within a reason
able time (of not less than 30 days, as estab
lished by the Secretary of the Treasury) of 
the date of the notice, a hearing respecting 
the violation. 

"(B) Any hearing so requested shall be con
ducted before an administrative law judge. 
The hearing shall be conducted in accord
ance with the requirements of section 554 of 
title 5, United States Code. The hearing shall 
be held at the nearest practicable place to 
the place where the person resides or of the 
place where the alleged violation occurred. If 
no hearing is so requested, the Secretary of 
the Treasury's imposition of the order shall 
constitute a final and unappealable order. 

"(C) If the administrative law judge deter
mines, upon the preponderance of the evi
dence received, that a person named in the 
complaint has violated subsection (a), the 
administrative law judge shall state his find
ings of fact and issue and cause to be served 
on such person an order described in para
graph (1). 

"(3) The decision and order of an adminis
trative law judge shall become the final 
agency decision and order of the Secretary of 
the Treasury unless, within 30 days, the Sec
retary of the Treasury modifies or vacates 
the decision and order, in which case the de .. 
cision and order of the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall become a final order under 
this subsection. The Secretary of the Treas
ury may not delegate his authority under 
this paragraph. 

"(4) A person adversely affected by a final 
order respecting an assessment may, within 
45 days after the date the final order is is
sued, file a petition in the Court of Appeals 
for the appropriate circuit for review of the 
order. 

"(5) If a person fails to comply with a final 
order issued under this subsection against 
the person, the Attorney General shall flle a 
suit to seek compliance with the order in 
any appropriate circuit court of the United 
States. In any such suit, the validity and ap
propriateness of the final order shall not be 
subject to review. 

"(d) PETITION FILED WITH THE DEPARTMENT 
OF COMMERCE.-(!) A petition to enforce the 
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prohibitions contained in subsection (a) may 
be filed with the Secretary of the Depart
ment of Commerce (hereafter in this sub
section referred to as the 'Secretary') by-

"(A) any public interest group or human 
rights organization; or 

"(B) an entity including trade association, 
firm, certified or recognized union, or group 
of workers, which is representative of an in
dustry adversely affected by the sale of im
ports produced by forced labor. 

"(2)(A) Whenever a petition is filed under 
paragraph (1) the Secretary shall promptly 
transmit copies of the petition to the Office 
of the United States Trade Representative 
and other Federal agencies directly con
cerned. 

"(B) In order for a proceeding to be com
menced based on a petition filed with the 
Secretary under this subsection, such peti
tion must be accompanied by reasonable evi
dence that a violation of subsection (a) has 
occurred. 

"(3)(A) Upon the filing of a petition under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall, within 20 
days after the date on which such petition is 
filed, determine whether the petition alleges 
the elements necessary to impose a penalty 
or issue an exclusion order under this sub
section and contains reasonable evidence 
supporting such petition. 

"(B) The Secretary shall make a deter
mination within 180 days after the date on 
which a petition is filed with respect to 
whether a violation under subsection (a) has 
occurred. 

"(4)(A) If the Secretary determines, as a 
result of an investigation under this sub
section, that there is a violation of the pro
visions of this section, it shall-

"(i) direct that the articles concerned, im
ported by any person violating the provi
sions of this section, be excluded from entry 
into the United States, unless, after consid
ering the effect of such exclusion upon the 
public health and welfare, competitive condi
tions in the United States economy, the 
product of like or directly competitive arti
cles in the United States, and United States 
consumers, the Secretary finds that such ar
ticles should not be excluded from entry; and 

"(ii) direct the Secretary to impose pen
alties provided under subsection (c) against 
any person violating the provision of this 
section. 

"(B) The Secretary shall notify the Sec
retary of the Treasury of its action under 
this subsection directing such exclusion from 
entry or imposition of penalties under sub
paragraph (A), and upon receipt of such no
tice, the Secretary shall, through the proper 
officers refuse such entry or provide for the 
imposition of such penalties. 

"(5) The Secretary may, by rule prescribe 
sanctions for abuse of discovery and abuse of 
process to the extent authorized by Rule 11 
and Rule 37 of the Federal Rules of Civil Pro
cedure.". 

BIDEN AMENDMENT NO. 807 
Mr. BENTSEN (for Mr. BIDEN) pro

posed an amendment to the bill S. 1367, 
supra, as follows: 

Page 7, line 20, delete section 4 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 4. TERMINATION OF MOST-FAVORED-NA

TIONSTATUS 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than July 3, 

1992, products of the People's Republic of 
China may not be provided non-discrimina
tory (most-favored-nation) trade treatment 
if the President determines, at any point 
subsequent to the enactment of this Act, 

that the People's Republic of China has 
transferred to Syria or Iran-

(1) ballistic missiles or missile launchers 
for the weapon systems known as the M-9 or 
the M-11; or 

(2) material, equipment, or technology 
which would contribute significantly to the 
manufacture of a nuclear explosive device. 

(b) NOTIFICATION.-The President shall 
promptly inform Congress in writing of any 
determination described in subsection (a). 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will hold a full committee 
business meeting to markup dairy and 
nutl.'ition leg·islation. The business 
meeting will be held on Thursday, July 
25, in SRr-332, at 9:30 a.m. and is sched
uled to last all day. 

For further information please con
tact Janet Breslin or Ed Barron of the 
committee staff at 224-5207. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for my col
leagues and the public that the over
sight hearing scheduled before the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources to receive testimony on the re
settlement of Rongelap, Marshall Is
lands, has been postponed. 

The hearing, which was originally 
scheduled for July 30, 1991, has been re
scheduled to take place' on September 
31, 1991, at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-366 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

For further information, please con
tact Allen Stayman of the committee 
staff at 202-224-7865. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
on Tuesday, July 23, 1991, at 2:30 p.m. 
to receive a report by the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission 
and to consider Senate Joint Resolu
tion 175, a joint resolution disapprov
ing the recommendations of the De
fense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE 01:1 ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, 2 p.m., July 23, 1991, to re
ceive testimony on consent to amend
ments by the State of Hawaii to the 
Hawaiian Homes Commission Act, Sen
ate Joint Resolution 23 through 34. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 
PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Public Lands, National Parks and 
Forests of the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate, 
9:30 a.m., July 23, 1991, to receive testi
mony on S. 140, to increase Federal 
payments in lieu of taxes to units of 
general local government, and for 
other purposes; and S. 927, to provide 
for a transfer of lands between the U.S. 
Forest Service and Eagle and Pitkin 
Counties in Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, July 23, 10 
a.m., to conduct a hearing on S. 481, 
the Water Research Act of 1991. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
the Judiciary be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, July 23, 1991, at 10 a.m., to 
hold a hearing on legislative proposals 
for compensation of victims of sexual 
crime. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Communications of the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on July 23, 
1991, at 9:30 a.m. on reauthorization of 
the Corporation for Public Broadcast
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Tuesday, July 
23, 1991, to hold a hearing on disaster 
legislation before the committee. 
Room 5323 at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

U.S.-U.S.S.R. TRAVEL AND FAMILY 
VISITS 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, in 
September, the 35 signatory states of 
the Conference on Security and Co-



19402 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 23, 1991 
operation in Europe will be meeting in 
Moscow for the third of three meetings 
of the Conference on the Human Di
mension. The various human rights 
and humanitarian issues to be dis
cussed at this meeting include that of 
travel and family visits. In signing the 
Helsinki Final Act, the CSCE states 
committed themselves to "favorably 
consider applications for travel with 
the purpose of allowing persons to 
enter or leave their territory tempo
rarily, and on a regular basis if desired, 
in order to visit members of their fami
lies." The signatories also pledged that 
"applications for temporary visits to 
meet members of * * * families will be 
considered without distinction as to 
country of origin or destination." 

The family visits issue is an excellent 
illustration of both how far the Soviet 
Government has come with respect to 
its obligations as well as to short
comings that still exists. At a time 
when we are witnessing dramatic 
transformations in the Soviet Union, it 
is easy to lose sight of issues such as 
travel. But it is precisely human con
tacts, including visits between family 
members and private citizens, which 
have had such a profound impact on 
Soviet society. The transformation to
wards democracy and economic re
forms in the U.S.S.R. depends on con
tacts with the outside world. The tens 
of thousands of Balts, Ukrainians, Rus
sians, and Jews who have had the op
portunity to travel to the West in the 
last few years have undoubtedly had an 
impact on democratization and eco
nomic reform in the Soviet Union. The 
same, of course, applies to the hun
dreds of thousands of Americans who 
have visited the U.S.S.R.-whether to 
renew family ties, assist in projects to 
help Soviet citizens in the various re
publics, or simply to visit and observe. 
The rise in the sheer number of human 
contacts is, indeed, impressive. 

Numbers, however, do not tell the 
whole story. In fact, Mr. President, as 
impressive as the numbers may be in 
relation to what they were just a few 
short years ago, they are most cer
tainly not on par with demand. Despite 
the liberalization of travel in practice 
and with the passage of the Soviet law 
on exit and entry, Soviet actions such 
as raising air fares between the 
U.S.S.R. and U.S.A. or eliminating sav
ings kept in large denomination ruble 
notes serve as practical barriers to free 
travel. And, although to a much lesser 
extent than before, foreign travel per
mission can still be denied to people 
for political motives. 

Even today, several Soviet citizens 
are prevented from exercising their 
right to leave the U.S.S.R. to visit fam
ily members in the United States who 
had defected from the Soviet Union. 
Natalia Kurbatova and Alexander 
Levchenko, Anna Shevchenko, Augusta 
and Ivan Sheymov, and Natalia 
Novikova and Kondrat Novikov, all 

continue to be refused permission to 
visit parents, children, and spouses in 
the United States. I would take this 
opportunity to commend Representa
tive DON RITTER, the ranking House 
member of the Helsinki Commission, 
who recently initiated a letter to 
President Gorbachev on behalf of these 
four families. These refusals violate 
both the Helsinki Final Act and the 
1989 Vienna Concluding Document of 
the CSCE, which states that the par
ticipating States will "ensure that acts 
or omissions by members of the appli
cant's family" will not adversely affect 
the rights of the travel applicant. I 
urge the Soviet Government to live up 
to its commitments and allow these 
Soviet citizens to visit their loved ones 
in the United States without further 
delay. 

With respect to travel to the Soviet 
Union, the situation has undoubtedly 
improved. More of the Soviet Union is 
now open, thus individuals are better 
able to visit the homes of relatives in 
formerly closed areas where this was 
earlier forbidden. Despite these in
creased opportunities, however, the 
process of travel for private visits is 
still fraught with obstacles. One of the 
most significant impediments to nor
mal travel is the requirement that for
eign visitors have official invitations 
to stay in private homes-including 
homes of relatives-for extended peri
ods of time (visitor's visa), procedures· 
which can drag on for half a year
much longer than business or even 
tourist visas. Visits to family members 
or friends should certainly not have to 
take considerably longer than business 
or tourist visas. 

Mr. President, while mindful of the 
progress that has been made in liberal
izing human contacts, the Helsinki 
Commission, which I cochair, will con
tinue to work toward ensuring that 
these contacts become fully normal
ized.• 

CONGRESSIONAL CALL TO CON
SCIENCE VIGIL FOR SOVIET 
JEWRY 

• Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, today I 
rise to participate in the Congressional 
Call to Conscience for Soviet Jews to 
call attention to the continued difficul
ties faced by Soviet Jews who wish to 
emigrate. 

I would like to bring to the attention 
of the Senate the case of Regina 
Pashkovsky, who is from Minsk, 
U.S.S.R. Mrs. Pashkovsky and her late 
husband first decided to emigrate to Is
rael in 1974. At that time, they both 
worked at a research institute that had 
a connection with the Defense Min
istry. In his work for the ministry, Mr. 
Pashkovsky had some sort of involve
ment with the development of comput
ers used in military systems. She 
worked in a standardization section 
where she had no involvement with 

computers. Her husband lost his job at 
the institute at the time they applied 
to emigrate and their request subse
quently was denied. Mr. Pashkovsky 
died of stomach cancer in 1989, which 
Mrs. Pashkovsky attributes to his 
forced work on a state farm in an area 
that was contaminated by the 
Chernobyl disaster. 

Mrs. Pashkovsky was able to con
tinue working at the institute until 3 
days after she reapplied for permission 
to leave the Soviet Union in August 
1989, along with her 80-year-old mother 
and Mrs. Pashkovsky's daughter's fam
ily. When Mrs. Pashkovsky was refused 
permission to emigrate in November of 
that year, the reason given was se
crecy. She applied again the next year 
and, to my knowledge, has not received 
a decision on that application. 

Her daughter's family was allowed to 
emigrate, however, and has lived in Is
rael since 1989. However, Mrs. 
Pashkovsky's mother stayed behind to 
help obtain the release of her daughter. 
Mrs. Pashkovsky and her mother 
would like to join Mrs. Pashkovsky's 
daughter and her family in Israel. 

In the past few ·years, President 
Gorbachev has eased the way for Soviet 
Jews to emigrate and recently, the So
viet legislature has codified this new 
policy. I sincerely hope that Mrs. 
Pashkovsky's case will be reviewed in 
the context of this era of glasnost and 
that she and her mother be allowed to 
emigrate.• 

SPECIAL TRANSIT: HELPING 'l'HE 
COMMUNITY AND OUR ENERGY 
DILEMMA 

• Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I would 
like to address for a few moments the 
subject of natural gas, and the efforts 
of Special Transit, a Colorado com
pany, to utilize this energy source. Our 
Nation's present energy dilemma has 
created a dire need for alternatives to 
oil. As our energy consumption in
creases and domestic production de
creases, our Nation becomes more de
pendent on imported petroleum, and 
more vulnerable to unstable foreign 
politics. This growing dependence rep
resents a real threat to our economic 
and national security. 

Transportation is the single largest 
user of oil in our economy. The devel
opment of alternative automobile fuels 
represents one of our greatest opportu
nities for oil savings, advancing both 
our economic and energy independence 
goals. The use of compressed natural 
gas in vehicles is currently one of the 
most promising of these alternatives. 
It is safe, clean, efficient, and rel
atively inexpensive. 

Companies which have experimented 
with natural gas energy have discov
ered its value. Special Transit, a Colo
rado nonprofit agency which offers 
transportation to elderly, disabled, and 
rural passengers recently began a pilot 
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project by converting two of their vehi
cles to compressed natural gas. The ve
hicles ran cleanly and safely. per
formed efficiently, and operated with 
low maintenance costs. They applied 
for and received an alternative fuels 
initiative grant from the Urban Mass 
Transit Administration to convert 
their remaining 12 vehicles to natural 
gas, construct a safely ventilated ga
rage, and install their own fueling sta
tion. Special Transit's project has 
saved money, helped the environment, 
and helped to contribute to everyone's 
goal of reducing our dependence on for
eign oil. This is an excellent example 
of the promise of alternative fuels in 
the transportation sector. If we are to 
gain energy independence, we must 
continue to promote this promise. 

Mr. President, oui.· energy future de
mands that we develop and use alter
native forms of energy. Our Nation 
simply cannot produce its way out of 
the current energy dilemma. Advanc
ing technology is providing us with 
new options in the form of alternative 
fuels, which can be a huge component 
in our efforts to ensure a bright energy 
future for our Nation. I want to salute 
Special Transit for their initiative and 
their innovation in providing transpor
tation for the elderly, the disabled, and 
others without access to the transpor
tation they need, in a way that helps 
our entire Nation in its quest for a 
healthier environment, a more robust 
economy, and energy independence.• 

SWITZERLAND TO PURCHASE 
McDONNELL DOUGLAS AIRCRAFT 

• Mr. BOND. Mr. President, recently 
the Defense Minister of Switzerland, 
Mr. Kaspar Villiger, announced that 
Switzerland has reaffirmed its 1988 de
cision to buy 34 McDonnell Douglas F/ 
A-18 Hornet aircraft from the United 
States in a deal that will bring more 
than $2 billion in export revenues to 
our country. 

Facing strong pressure from Euro
pean interests to buy the French-made 
Mirage 2000--5, Minister Villiger rec
ommended, and the Swiss Federal 
Council approved, the decision to buy 
from McDonnell Douglas, where hard
working people build the world's best 
fighter aircraft. 

Minister Villiger said the Hornet 
beat out its competitors-the French 
Mirage 2000--5, the Swedish Gripen, and 
the United States F-16-for a number 
of important reasons. These include 
the Hornet's superior performance ca
pabilities, operational autonomy, and 
low life cycle costs. The Swiss also 
cited the Hornet's two engines, and so
phisticated radar and avionics systems. 
Each of these factors is crucial for all
weather operations over Switzerland's 
mountainous terrain. 

In their announcement, the Swiss 
recognized the importance of the Unit
ed States as a trading partner saying 

" that even in times of closer European 
collaboration, Switzerland has vital in
terests throughout the world and in 
overseas markets. " 

We, too, have vital interests in over
seas markets. Sales of defensive mili
tary equipment to friendly nations is 
not only important to American work
ers, but it is important to our overall 
economy, and to our ability to execute 
foreign policy. 

Work from this sale will benefit more 
than 1,500 companies in 46 States. It 
will preserve jobs, help build homes, 
and keep communities healthy. And 
like sales of the Hornet to Canada, 
Australia, Spain, and Kuwait, it will 
help hold down the cost of the F/A-18 
to the United States Navy, which has 
decided to make the F/A-18 the back
bone of carrier aviation into the next 
century.• 

THE DRIFT NET MORATORIUM 
ENFORCEMENT ACT 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to cosponsor the Drift Net Mora
torium Enforcement Act. I am pleased 
to join my colleague from Oregon, Sen
ator PACKWOOD, in this vital effort to 
help end large-scale drift net fishing on 
the high seas by June 30, 1992. 

This legislation will help to save 
thousands of sea birds, dolphins, 
whales, endangered turtles, and other 
wildlife from the snares of drift net 
fishing. The legislation is especially 
important for the preservation of the 
Pacific Northwest salmon, which origi
nated in the United States and is cur
rently facing possible endangered sta
tus due to the practice of drift net fish
ing. 

The Drift Net Moratorium Enforce
ment Act serves to enforce the Decem
ber 1989 U.N. resolution calling for a 
worldwide moratorium on large-scale 
drift netting on the high seas by June 
30, 1992. The legislation offered by Mr. 
PACKWOOD would call for drift netting 
nations to notify the United States by 
January 1, 1992, whether they will stop 
large-scale drift net fishing on the high 
seas by June 30, 1992. If a country fails 
to comply, the President has author
ization to place sanctions on fish and 
fish products that country exports to 
the United States. 

The Drift Net Moratorium Enforce
ment Act will provide U.S. officials 
with the tools necessary to preserve 
the lives of several threatened and en
dangered wildlife species. I applaud 
Senator PACKWOOD for undertaking 
this worthwhile initiative, and I urge 
its prompt consideration and passage.• 

COMPENSATION OF MUTUAL BEN
EFIT LIFE INSURANCE CO. EX
ECUTIVES 

• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, an article 
in Friday's Washington Post reported 
that the executives of Mutual Benefit 

Life Insurance Co. of New Jersey voted 
to pay themselves a severance package 
valued at over $3 million less than a 
month before the company was placed 
under the custodianship of the State of 
New Jersey. 

Mr. President, with all due respect, 
that stinks to high heaven. 

What this means, Mr. President, is 
that Mutual Benefit customers may 
not be able to redeem their insurance 
policies while the company's senior ex
ecutives walk away with $3 million of 
their money. There are people who 
have annuities held by Mutual Benefit 
which they had planned on having 
available upon retirement, who now po
tentially have little, maybe even noth
ing-we don't know, yet-that they can 
recover. Many of these, Mr. President, 
are people who have worked all their 
lives and felt they were being respon
sible and prudent in planning for their 
retirement. They are understandably 
angry and frightened. 

Mr. President, this is another exam
ple of highly questionable executive 
compensation packages. My oversight 
subcommittee recently took testimony 
from experts in the field of executive 
compensation, and, Mr. President, the 
situation is worrisome to put it mildly. 
We presently have a situation in which 
our chief executive officers are making 
over 100 times that of our workers-100 
times. In Japan the figure is about 17 
times and in Germany about 23 times. 
That's a dramatic difference-a telling 
difference. 

And stockholders have no say, under 
current SEC practice, over the pay of 
the executives in their own corpora
tions. I have introduced a bill that 
would at least let the stockholders of 
publicly traded corporations have some 
say in how their executive pay is set. 
It's one way to bring greater rational
ity to their situation. It won't help the 
annuitants who may be left high and 
dry by Mutual Life's high rollers, but 
it can hopefully make a difference in 
the future. 

I ask that the text of the July 19 arti
cle from the Washington Post be print
ed in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

The article follows: 
INSURANCE EXECUTIVES SET PAYOUT 

(By Albert B. Crenshaw) 
Top executives of Mutual Benefit Life In

surance Co. voted less than a month before 
their company was taken over by regulators 
to give themselves a severance package that 
could be wor.th a total of S3 million. 

The pay package was left intact by New 
Jersey insurance regulators because the Mu
tual Benefit executives refused to agree to a 
voluntary takeover otherwise, said an offi
cial of the New Jersey Department of Insur
ance. 

Panicked policyholders were staging a 
"run" on the company, and regulators feared 
that if they were forced into a court fight for 
control of the company the delays would 
have worsened the situation, the state offi
cial said. "Our feeling was that an adversar
ial legal battle would have been disastrous 
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for the policyholders," said the official, Jo 
Glading. 

As state and company officials were nego
tiating terms for allowing the executives 
their severance, frightened and angry policy
holders were gathered in the lobby of the 
company's headquarters demanding that Mu
tual Benefit workers give them their money 
back. Several told reporters their life sav
ings were tied up in Mutual Benefit annu
ities. 

Policyholders are blocked from cashing in 
their policies under the terms of the take
over, although state officials insist they will 
continue to honor benefit claims. 

Rep. John Dingell (D-Mich.), chairman of 
the House Energy and Commerce Commit
tee, which has been critical of state insur
ance regulation, said the pr.ckage smacked 
of the kind of self-serving deals seen in other 
recent financial collapses and "tends to indi
cate the need for some effective federal su
pervision of the issue of [insurance company) 
solvency." 

Under the severance package, Henry Kates, 
who was Mutual Benefit's chief executive of
ficer until he resigned Tuesday, will get 
$937,500 in termination benfits plus $150,000 in 
deferred compensation that was earned pre
viously but not paid, accordii".g to the state. 
Kates will also remain as a consultant. 

Six other top officials, including Stephen 
J. Carlotti, who succeeded Kates as CEO of 
the Newark-based company, will share about 
$2 million under the plan. 

The company did not respond to a request 
for comment. 

New Jersey officials said the severance 
package was approved at a meeting of senior 
executives June 19. The executives told the 
state regulators that it was merely the for
malization of a severance policy affecting all 
employees-not just top executives-that 
had been in place for years but not voted on 
by the company's directors, state officials 
said. 

The policy was formalized in anticipation 
of layoffs, the company told the state. 

Mutual Benefit, the nation's 18th-largest 
life insurance company with some $13.5 bil
lion in assets, announced July 3 that it 
would lay off some 430 people in its home of
fice by Aug. 5. 

The existence of the severance package 
was disclosed in court documents in Trenton 
and originally reported by the New York 
newspaper Newsday. 

Under the company's plan, everyone in the 
executive offices would receive two weeks' 
pay for each year of employment up to a 
maximum of 52 weeks. Employees at the 
rank of executive vice president or above re
ceived an additional 26 weeks' pay. 

Mutual Benefit executives wanted the 
packages left untouched as "a precondition 
to agreeing to a voluntary state takeover, 
New Jersey officials said. The state balked, 
"and there were extensive talks about this," 
one state official said. 

Company officials finally agreed to three 
conditions: that they remain on the job for 
the next six to 12 months (Kates is to "re
main available" as a consultant); that if any 
evidence of wrongdoing or violation of state 
corporation law is found, the benefit is can
celed; and that the package be approved by a 
state judge. 

Judge Paul Levy tentatively approved the 
state takeover agreement Tuesday and has 
scheduled a hearing on final approval Aug. 
5.• 

BILL INDEFINITELY POSTPONED
S. 1367 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that S. 1367 be indefi
nitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT-S. 1507 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the majority lead
er, after consultation with the Repub
lican leader, may proceed to consider
ation of Calendar No. 169, S. 1507, the 
Defense Department authorization bill, 
as any time after 12:30 p.m., Monday, 
July 29, notwithstanding the provisions 
of rule XXII. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
FILE REPORTED LEGISLATIVE 
AND EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
BUSINESS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that during the recess/ 
adjournment of the Senate, that Sen
ate committees may file reported Leg
islative and Executive Calendar busi
ness on Thursday, August 29, from 11 
a.m. to 3 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NATIONAL SENIOR CITIZENS DAY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Judiciary Com
mittee be discharged from further con
sideration of House Joint Resolution 
181, a joint resolution designating Au
gust 18, 1991, as "National Senior Citi
zens Day" and that the Senate proceed 
to its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 181) designat

ing the third Sunday of August of 1991 as 
"National Senior Citizens Day". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution is before the Senate and 
open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the ques
tion is on the third reading and passage 
of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res 181) 
was ordered to a third reading, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution was passed. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, 
July 24; that following the prayer, the 
Journal of Proceedings be deemed ap
proved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that there then be a 
period for morning business not to ex
tend beyond 10:15 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein; that during 
morning business, Senator ADAMS be 
recognized for up to 15 minutes, Sen
ator JOHNSTON for up to 20 minutes, 
and Senator MURKOWSKI for up to 10 
minutes; further, that the time from 
10:15 to 10:45 a.m. be for debate on the 
motion to proceed to H.R. 1435, the for
eign aid authorization bill, with the 
time equally divided and controlled be
tween Senators PELL and HELMS or 
their designees; further, that at 10:45 
a.m., the Senate vote on the motion to 
invoke cloture on the motion to pro
ceed to H.R. 1435, the foreign aid au
thorization bill, with the mandatory 
live quorum being waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I will 
not object, but I would add my com
ments along with those of Senator 
DOLE and Senator MITCHELL and oth
ers, that I too will assist in invoking 
cloture. I think we need to deal with 
that authorization. We do not seem to 
do it. We cannot leave it to the appro
priators. I think it is very important, 
even though very contentious, that we 
begin to proceed with it. I hope that 
will be the case. 

Mr. FORD. I thank my distinguished 
friend. 

I, too, will vote to support cloture. I 
think it is improtant that we have this 
piece of legislation on the floor, that 
we debate the authorization. In the 
past, this is one piece of legislation 
that has not been debated; we have left 
it to the appropriators, and I think the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming is 
exactly correct. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in recess as 
under the previous order until 9:30 
a.m., Wednesday, July 24. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 8:17 p.m., recessed. until Wednesday, 
July 24, 1991, at 9:30 a.m. 
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